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ABSTRACT 

The Western Area Power Administration (Western) proposes to construct, operate, and maintain 
approximately 40.9 miles of new 345-kV transmission line between Charlie Creek and Belfield, 
North Dakota. The area is presently served by a single 345-kV transmission line from the 
Antelope Valley Station and several 1 1 5-kV transmission lines from Garrison, Tioga, Wolf Point, 
and Richland. This system is in need of added transmission capacity to correct low voltages, 
overloaded facilities, and loss of service that has been experienced and which will worsen as 
loads grow in the area. The proposed action would provide improved service to area loads and 
system reliabil ity, contribute to energy conservation, and provide additional flexibility for future 
expansion when and if it becomes necessary. Alternatives considered include no action, energy 
conservation, other transmission systems and technologies, and the proposed action with 
routing and design alternatives. Unavoidable adverse effects of the proposed action would be 
construction related impacts on agricultural, visual, and cultural resources. 



PREFACE 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the Charlie Creek-Belfield 
Transmission Line Project consists of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1 988) and this document, the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). The two documents are intended to be reviewed together. 

The DEIS, issued in June 1988, contains a statement of need and purpose for the 
proposed project, a discussion of the scoping process and project-related studies, a discussion 
of alternative actions, and an analysis of the affected environment and environmental 
consequences of the proposed action for routing alternatives studied. The DEIS underwent 
extensive public review by government agencies, organizations, and individuals during an official 
comment period that included public hearings In the project area. 

This document, the FEIS, contains: 

1 .  A comprehensive summary of the DEIS and FEIS. 

2. A description of additional route studies performed subsequent to the DEIS. 

3. A description of the review process, comments from letters and hearings on the 
DEIS, and Western's responses to the comments (Chapter I I ) .  

4 .  Corrections and revisions of data in the DEIS (Chapter I l l) 

Copies of the FEIS have been sent to all agencies, organizations, and individuals listed 
in Chapter VI of the DEIS, and to all agencies, organizations, and individuals who have since 
requested copies. 
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SUMMARY 

A)ntroduction 

The Western Area Power Administration (Western) is proposing to construct a high 
voltage transmission line project which would interconnect the existing Antelope Valley Station 
(AVS)-Charlie Creek 345-kV Transmission Line In southern McKenzie County and the Dawson 
County-Dickinson 230-kV Transmission Line near Belfield, Stark County, North Dakota. A new 
345/230-kV substation would be constructed near Belfield and additions made to the existing 
Charlie Creek 345/1 1 5-kV Substation. This environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared 
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1 969 (NEPA), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for the Implementation of the procedural requirements 
of NEPA, the Department of Energy guidelines for compliance with NEPA, and other applicable 
legislation. 

B. Need and Purpose 

The electrical needs of the Charlie Creek-Wiiiiston area in western North Dakota are 
presently served by a single 345-kV transmission line from the Antelope Valley Station (AVS) and 
several 1 1 5-kV transmission l ines from Garrison, Tioga, Wolf Point, and Richland. Distribution 
service in the area is supported by a 69-kV system owned by McKenzie Electric Cooperative and 
a 41 .6-kV system owned by West Plains Electric Cooperative. 

Power system simulation studies and operational experience have demonstrated the 
need for added transmission capacity into the area. The Charlie Creek-Williston area cannot 
sustain an outage of the AVS-Charlle Creek 345-kV l ine without experiencing severe low 
voltages, overloaded facilities, and possible loss of electric service to customers. In the future, 
system voltages and facility loadings will be unacceptable during both outage and system intact 
conditions. 

The proposed action would: 1 )  provide improved service to area loads, 2) improve 
system reliabil ity, 3) contribute to energy conservation, and 4) provide flexibil ity for future system 
expansion. 

C. Alternatives Including the Proposed Action 

The categories of alternatives considered for meeting the stated need are no action, 
energy conservation, other existing or planned systems, other technologies, other alternating 
current overhead systems, and the proposed action with routing and design alternatives. 

In this EIS, the no action alternative has been interpreted to mean that no new 
transmission facilities would be constructed by Western between Charlie Creek and Belfield. The 
consequences of the no action alternative would be: 1 )  The electrical loads served from the 
existing Charlie Creek-Williston 1 1 5-kV transmission system would be subject to low voltage and 



possible loss of electric service during an outage of the AVS-Charlie Creek 345-kV Transmission 
Line., and 2) The existing Charlie Creek-Williston transmission system would not be able to 
support anticipated area electrical load growth under system-intact conditions when Lewis and 
Clark generation is off-line. Overloaded facilities, low voltage conditions, and associated service 
interruptions will Increase in frequency and severity as time progresses. 

Western could attempt to mitigate these adverse effects through mandatory load 
curtailments, rolling black-outs, and planned voltage reduction, but these measures are 
considered unacceptable in terms of normal utility practices. 

Western encourages energy conservation, which refers to the elimination of wasteful or 
unnecessary uses of energy and has the advantage of reducing energy consumption with no 
documented adverse environmental impacts. While conservation measures employed by 
Western and its customers have resulted In some energy savings and reduction in loads, they 
have not reduced area loads or area load growth in amounts sufficient to eliminate the need to 
improve the system. 

Another possible alternative for meeting the stated need would be for Western to provide 
support to the Charlie Creek area using existing or planned transmission systems. There are no 
existing or planned transmission facilities owned by others that Western could use to meet the 
need for the proposed action. 

A direct current (de) transmission system is a possible alternative to an alternating 
current (ac) system, but, because of the need for ac-dc conversion facilities, a de system with. 
the power transfer capability of a 345-kV ac line would cost approximately two to three times as 
much as an ac line, with no apparent environmental. advantage. Underground systems were 
also evaluated but eliminated because of technical complications, economic and environmental 
costs, and accessibility, although some aesthetic Impacts would be avoided. No other method 
is presently available for the economical bulk-power transmission of electric energy. 

Overhead ac systems other than the proposed action were also considered. These 
included: 1 )  a Charlie Creek-Belfield 230-kV line, 2) a Charlie Creek-Dickinson 345-kV line, and 3) 
a Charlie Creek-Dickinson 230-kV line. A comparison of these options to the proposed action 
indicated that the proposed action offered the best combination of costs, savings in transmission 
line losses, Improved system reliability, provision of an additional transmission source to area 
loads, and future expandibility. 

After investigating the above alternatives, Western concluded that the most reasonable 
alternative for meeting the stated need and purpose would be a new overhead ac line 
constructed between Charlie Creek and Belfield. Design alternatives for voltage, structures, and 
conductor were considered. Results of design-alternative evaluations are incorporated in the 
following description of the proposed action and routing alternatives. 

D. Proposed Action 

Western proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a single-circuit overhead 345-kV 
ac transmission line to connect Basin Electric's existing 345/1 1 5-kV Charlie Creek Substation 
with Western's existing Dawson County-Dickinson 230-kV Transmission Line at a new 345/230-
kV substation to be built near Belfield, North Dakota. The proposed project would consist of the 
construction of about 40.9 miles of new 345-kV transmission line on steel-lattice structures. The 
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proposed Belfield Substation would be built on approximately 5 acres of land 6 miles southeast 
of Belfield. A steel-lattice structure would be 60 to 90 feet tall and occupy approximately 1 600 
square feet at the base. Span lengths between structures would average 1 ,  1 50 feet along a 1 65-
foot wide right-of-way. The conductors would be nonspecular type to reduce light reflection. 

Table 1 1-5 in the DEIS identifies other generic and specific mitigation measures which are 
considered part of the proposed action. These measures were assumed when assessing 
residual impacts and environmental consequences. 

Construction of the proposed project would begin in September 1 989, and the line 
would be scheduled to be operational by December 1990. The expected life of the project Is at 
least 50 years. 

E. Alternative Corridor and Substation Comparison 

The siting and impact assessment of the Charlie Creek to Belfield 345-kV Transmission 
Line Project was accomplished through a rigorous, systematic process involving six major 
phases: 1 )  determining the scope of the environmental studies and assessments to be 
conducted, 2) conducting resource sensitivity analyses to identify opportunities and constraints 
to transmission line siting, 3) selecting alternative corridors and substation sites for detailed 
study, 4) assessing the potential impact of constructing and operating the project at each 
alternative location and methods for avoiding or reducing those impacts, 5) identifying the "least 
impact" location and selecting a proposed or "preferred" route for the project, and 6) preparing 
the EIS for review and obtaining other required environmental reviews and approvals. 

Environmental studies including regional-scale and corridor-scale studies were 
conducted for a number of alternative transmission line routes between Charlie Creek and 
Belfield and for four alternative substation sites south of Belfield. The principal studies, through 
which the environmental baseline for impact assessment and mitigation planning was 
developed, inventoried existing conditions for land use, agricultural, visual, and socioeconomic 
resources in the human environment; archaeological, historic, and Native American resources in 
the cultural environment; and air, geologic, paleontologic, hydrologic, soils, vegetation, and 
wildl ife resources In the natural environment. In addition, potential electrical, biological, health, 
and safety effects from the proposed project were assessed. 

F. Public Involvement And Review Process 

An extensive public involvement program was conducted which began early in the 
planning process with scoping meetings and agency contacts to provide Information on the 
proposed project and solicit early input regarding environmental Issues. Further public 
workshops were held at critical points in the planning process to obtain data for the 
environmental studies and solicit input on alternative routes and substation sites. 

The public review process for the DEIS consisted of soliciting comments from 
approximately 1 00 government agencies, institutions, organizations, and individuals to whom the 
document was sent. Comments were received in the form of letters and remarks made during 
the public hearings conducted by Western in Belfield and Grassy Butte, North Dakota. 
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In response, 61 letters were received commenting on the DEIS. A total of 25 people 
presented oral comments for the record at the public hearings. Responses to specific 
comments are provided in Chapter II of this FEIS. 

G. Affected Environment 

1 .  Human Environment 

The majority of lands within the study area are In private ownership. Publicly owned 
lands fall under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service, the North Dakota Department of State 
Lands, Billings, Stark, McKenzie, and Dunn Counties, and the city of Belfield. The Little Missouri 
National Grasslands are administered by the U.S. Forest Service as part of the Custer National 
Forest and are managed primarily for l ivestock grazing purposes, implementation of intensive 
range management systems, and the facilitation of minerals and energy development 

Regionally significant existing and planned land use features within the study area 

consist primarily of ranching-based agricultural activities. Over 90 percent of the land within the 

study area Is devoted to non-Irrigated crop and l ivestock production which Is maintained on 

large farmsteads. There Is no irrigated cropland In the study area. Prime farmlands are present 

to a very limited extent within the study area. 

The City of Belfield (population 1 ,300) Is the only municipality within the study area. 
There are numerous oil and gas production facilities concentrated primarily in the northeastern 
portion of the study area. A Department of Defense Ground Wave Emergency Network (GWEN) 
tower is located 4 miles west of Belfield. 

Two major transportation corridors are located in the study area: 1 )  Interstate 94 runs 
east-west through the southern portion of the study area, and 2) U.S. Highway 85 runs north to 
south through the western portion of the study area. 

The study area is a homogeneous visual setting that is common to the physlographlc 
region. Scenic quality for the study area Is rated as Class C, characterized by upland rolling 
plains that are generally uniform, expressing little variety In form, line, color, or texture. 

Key Observation Points (KOPs) within the study area include residential and highway 

views. The Forest Service considers views from Interstate 94 to be particularly sensitive in 

relationship to the Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP), the eastern boundary of which is 

one mile west of the project area (Forest Service, 1 974). 

KOPs outside of the study area which have significance include a number of viewpoints 
from the TRNP which are located from 1 .5 to 5 miles from the western boundary of the study 
area. Vistas from these viewpoints encompass areas along the southwestern portion of the 
study area. 

2. Cultural Environment 

There are no known cultural resources in the study area l isted in or determined eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Sites representing most prehistoric periods 
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have been recorded. These sites include cultural material scatters and quarries; Historic sites 
recorded in the study area include homestead/farmsteads, granaries, houses, dumps, and 
mines. 

No Native American resources of contemporary or historical significance were identified 
in the study area. 

Portions of a 200-foot-wlde corridor along the proposed route were surveyed for cultural 
resources In October 1 988, and two prehistoric cultural material scatters were identified. The 
remainder of the corridor will be surveyed in the spring of 1 989. After completion of the survey, 
NRHP eligibility and mitigation measures (if required) for any cultural resources discovered will 
be determined in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

3. Natural Environment 

The climate in the study area is semi-arid and continental, characterized by long cold 
winters and short warm summers. The mean annual temperature at Watford City (located 
approximately 30 miles north of the study area) for 1 971 -80 was 43. 1 ° F; ranging from an 
average of 70 ° F In July and August to 13.9 ° F In January. The mean annual precipitation 
recorded at Watford City (located approximately 60 miles north of Belfield) for 1 971 -80 was 15.9 
inches, with approximately 70 percent of total precipitation occurring during the growing season. 
The overall ambient air quality Is good. 

The study area Is located In the unglaclated Missouri Plateau Section of the Great Plains 
Physiographic Province in southwestern North Dakota. Only minor damage would be expected 
from seismic activity within the area. The area is characterized by low relief and gentle slopes 
interrupted by hills, buttes, and ridges. The near-surface strata are relatively flat-lying. The 
dominant lithologic unit is the Sentinel Butte Formation consisting of thin lignite, lnterbedded 
gray siltstone, silty claystone, mudstone, and gray-to-yellowish-gray, fine-to-medium channel 
sand. Significant mineral resources and economically valuable materials occurring within the 
study area include oil and gas, l ignite, uranium, and scoria. The eight soil map units in the study 
area exhibit some potential water and wind erosion, compaction, reclamation sensitivity, and 
engineering problems. Although fossiliferous strata occur within the study area, the potential for 
disturbing significant paleontologlcal resources is low. 

· 

· A north-south drainage divide is located in the western portion of the study area. 
Drainages located west of the divide flow into the Little Missouri R iver, while drainages that flow 
in an easterly direction drain into the Heart, Green, and Knife Rivers. These are low-gradient 
intermittent streams that normally flow In direct response to snowmelt or precipitation. Ground 
water supplies for domestic and l ivestock use are generally found in the upper Hell Creek-lower 
Ludlow aquifer system, aquifers in the upper part of the Ludlow, Tongue River, and Sentinel 
Butte Formations, and alluvial deposits. 

Vegetation In the area Is dominated by prairie grassland, except on slopes and along 
drainages. Much of the natural vegetation on the rolling uplands has been replaced by non­
irrigated cultivation of small grains and fodder crops. The Little Missouri National Grasslands are 
Federally owned lands managed as grazing rangeland similar to private holdings of native 
grassland. Limited hardwood forest stands occur in upper drainages and draws and limited 
wetland communities exist along larger stream channels, in poorly drained depressions and 
adjacent to stock ponds and reservoirs. There are no permanent lakes or large are�s of 
wetlands in the study area. The U.S. Fish and Wildl ife Service has verified that no plant species 
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currently on the Federal or state threatened or endangered species lists have been identified 
within the study area. 

Cropland, grassland, wetland, aquatic, and hardwood are the five wildlife habitat types 
occurring within the study area. Big game species include mule deer, white-tailed deer, and 
pronghorn antelope. Common upland game birds Include pheasant, partridge, grouse, and wild 
turkey. Waterfowl include geese and ducks. Four species l isted as endangered by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildl ife Service may occur in the study area. The peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and 
whooping crane are potential migrants through the area. The black-footed ferret is a potential 
resident of prairie dog towns. State species of concern which likely are present are long-billed 
curlew, Baird's sparrow, and Sprague's pipit. 

There are no extensive floodplains in the study area. Wetlands are limited and have 
been significantly impacted by agriculture. The only wetland systems present are riverine and 
palustrine. Riverine systems along the small streams include all the wetlands and shallow water 
habitats contained within a channel, with the exception of wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, 
and persistent emergents. Palustrine systems include floodplains, and all other ponds, 
depressions, marshes, and seepage zones throughout the area. Lacustrine systems, which are 
bodies of water greater than 20 acres, are notably missing from the study area. 

H. Environmental Consequences 

1 .  Impact Assessment/Mitigation Planning Process 

Environmental consequences from the proposed action and alternatives are the residual 
impacts derived through a process that first identified, and subsequently evaluated and 
integrated, initial impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. The process involved assessing 
impacts by: 1) comparing the proposed project with the pre-project environment, 2) determining 
mitigation that would avoid, effectively reduce, or eliminate impacts, and 3) identifying "residual" 
impacts, or impacts remaining after the application of mitigation. 

Study area-specific impact types and levels as well as mitigation measures (see Table 1 1-
5 in DEIS) were first identified for each resource. Impacts were then evaluated using "reference 
centerline" routes which were located within each of the alternative corridors such that they 
occupied areas which had been identified to be less environmentally sensitive. Initial and 
residual impacts were established on a resource by resource basis for each of the alternative 
routes. Routes were then compared to identify the "environmentally preferred route". 

2. Impacts to the Human Environment 

Land use concerns expressed by Billings, Stark, McKenzie, and Dunn Counties, 
interested agencies, and the public during the project scoping process centered on the effects 
on agricultural practices, the proximity to occupied rural residences and farm complexes, and 
the potential for closely paralleling other linear features such as roads. 

Land use impacts are primarily to agriculture, since it is the principal land use in the 
study area. Most other types of land uses, and associated impacts, can be avoided through 

vi 

facility siting. Short-term impacts on agriculture include temporary loss of cropland in 
construction areas and reduced crop yields in construction areas due to soil compaction. 

Long-terni land use Impacts include reduction In available land by displacement of the 
area required for structures and reduction in crop yields due to soil compaction resulting from 
maneuvering farm equipment around structures. Transmission structures hinder the operation 
of farm equipment, and additional time is required to farm and maneuver around these 
structures. The proposed project may interfere with crop dusting operations. Weed control is a 
major concern of farmers In areas where transmission lines are located. Additional time may be 
required to hand-spray or cut weeds around transmission structures. Mature weeds may spread 
seeds Into fields, and provide cover for harmful insects. 

The socioeconomic impact assessment focuses on issues, concerns, and questions 
raised ·by landowners, elected officials, and agency representatives in meetings and 
conversations conducted as part of the environmental study process. Such comments are taken 
to be representative of the social and economic issues that are important to local people in 
relation to this project. These issues are evaluated in light of project construction and operation 
requirements in order to determine potential effects on community economies and social 
structures. 

Local residents would benefit from increased reliabil ity of electric service delivery. 
Effects of the project on the local economy of the study area are considered, overall, to be 
positive, but short-term. This Is partlcular1y true In Stark County, where most of the construction­
related revenues would be spent. 

From an economic perspective, agricultural impacts would likely be minimal and 
restricted mainly to cultivated areas. Potential economic impacts to agriculture including crop 
loss and damages, would be compensated through payments by Western for acquired right-of­
way. R ight-of-way (ROW) acquisition would be accomplished through negotiations with each 
affected landowner. These negotiations are expected to result in some economic benefit to the 
property owner, particularly in light of the fact that agricultural operators could continue to use 
most of the acquired ROW for farming purposes. This economic benefit may be partially offset 
by the inconvenience and potential crop yield reduction associated with the presence of 
transmission structures in cultivated fields on a long-term basis. 

The primary siting Issues associated with visual resources were foreground and 
mlddleground views from major travel routes, individual residences, and communities, as well as 
views from Theodore Roosevelt National Park. 

Visual intrusion of the transmission line would . continue throughout the life of the 
proposed project. Nonspecular (not-shiny) conductors would be used for the proposed project, 
reducing conductor visibil ity as much as possible. Structures would be placed in a manner 
which allows sensitive features to be avoided or spanned, wherever possible. These mitigation 
measures would reduce site-specific visual impacts to some degree, but would not effectively 
reduce initial impacts to lower levels (e.g., high impacts would not be reduced to moderate) . In 
assessing the visual impacts of the proposed project, i t was determined that the minimum 
impact incurred would be low rather than none, since the line would always have some visual 
presence. 
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3. Impacts to the Cultural Environment 

Impacts to cultural resources, which are nonrenewable, could be adverse and 
permanent. Construction and operation of the proposed project could result in impacts affecting 
cultural resources physically and/or visually, directly and/or indirectly, and could affect criteria 
that makes a resource eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Direct 
impacts are primarily limited to the location of structure footings, guy wire anchors, access 
trails/roads, and areas of heavy equipment movement along the right-of-way. Direct impacts 
could also include visual impacts, especially to historic sites. Indirect Impacts could result from 
increased access to previously isolated sites, heightening the potential for vandalism. 

Sites may be avoidable through spanning and/or establishment of avoidance (e.g. , non­
trespass) areas for construction, inspection, and other project-related personnel and equipment. 
Western will confer with the State Historic Preservation Officer to determine mitigation of adverse 
impacts to significant cultural resources, should any be discovered. 

4. Impacts to the Natural Environment 

Primary types of impacts on air resources are increased total suspended particulate 
levels from construction activities and increased emission of nitrogen oxide, hydrocarbons, 
carbon monoxide and sulfur dioxide from construction and maintenance vehicles. Dust impacts 
could result from grading structure sites and access trails, clearing of brush and tree debris, and 
vehicle movement during construction. 

Air resource impacts anticipated during construction and maintenance of the proposed 
transmission line are highly transient in nature and of a very short duration. The impacts are 
therefore considered to be low in magnitude and should not prevent the maintenance of air 
quality standards. 

The principal geologic and hydrologic environmental impacts and construction 
constraints assessed for the proposed project were: 1 )  soil erosion on steep slopes, 2) 
construction of structure foundations In unconsolidated deposits (alluvium and colluvium), areas 
with high water tables, and areas subject to periodic flooding, and 3) small scale subsidence 
from burning lignite beds resulting in collapse of overburden. Potential soil related hazards were 
determined to be water erosion, wind erosion, compaction sensitivity, reclamation sensitivity, 
and engineering constraints. Spanning or rerouting to avoid sensitive features and upgrading 
structure foundations to insure stability in areas of soft subsurface conditions, high water tables, 
or flooding potential would effectively reduce geologic and hydrologic impacts and overcome 
construction constraints. 

H igh impact levels to vegetation were not encountered in the study area owing to the 
lack of large, critically sensitive areas of vegetation. No unique, threatened, or endangered plant 
species have been identified. The wetlands associated with reservoirs, marshes, and streams 
are small and will be avoided by careful routing. Other areas that could support wetlands 
vegetation, such as small potholes and surface depressions, are not present in the study area. 

Short-term impacts to wildl ife would occur during the construction phase. They include 
disturbance of animals by noise and the presence of human's as well as temporary loss of habitat 
owing to construction activities. Long-term impacts are those that result from the long-term 
presence of the transmission line such as pennanent loss or alteration of habitat owing to 
construction of the line. The removal of grassland and cropland wildlife habitat for structure sites 
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would not result in significant long-term biological impacts. All narawood and wetland habitats 
would be avoided or spanned. No impacts to threatened, endangered, or special-status species 
have been identified. 

I. Electrical Effects 

The electrical effects of the proposed project would be those resulting from corona and 
electric/magnetic fields. Corona is the electrical breakdown of the air into charged particles. 
Effects of corona, which are greatest during wet weather, include audible noise, visible l ight, 
photochemical oxidants, and radio and television interference. No significant adverse effects 
from audible noise, visible l ight, or photochemical oxidants are anticipated. Impacts from radio 
and television interference, if they occur, are expected to be minimal and would be mitigated by 
Western on a case by case basis. 

Field effects from electrical and magnetic fields created by the proposed transmission 
l ine include induced currents and voltages. The induced short-circuit current to the largest 
anticipated vehicle under the proposed line would be less than the National Electric Safety Code 
criterion of 5 milliampere (mA) . 

Primary shocks from steady-state current would not be possible from the induced 
currents because of the relatively low field strengths and grounding practices of Western. 
Secondary shocks are not l ikely to occur very often; when they do, they would represent a 
nuisance rather than a hazard. Spark discharges from Induced voltages could occur on objects 
inadequately grounded under the proposed line; however, shock of this type would be rare. 

Whether long-term direct exposure to electric fields from transmission lines causes 
biological or health effects in humans is controversial. Research results are contradictory and 
inconclusive. The electric-field levels of the proposed line would be less than levels at which 
effects have been reported and below the perception levels for humans. No adverse health or 
biological effects are anticipated. 

Adverse electrical effects on agriculture are not anticipated because the electrical fields 
from the proposed transmission line would be below levels where most effects have been 
observed on honeybees or crops. 

Magnetically Induced currents and voltages from the proposed transmission line would 
be minimized because of grounding practices of Western and available mitigating techniques 
that would be applied. It is highly unlikely that exposures to the magnetic fields from the 
proposed line would have adverse biological or health effects because of the low levels 
generated, which are equal to or less than those of appliances in the home. The proposed line 
would not be located in close proximity to occupied residences. 

Reversion of pacemakers is the most substantial effect noted to wearers of pacemakers 
and is not considered a serious problem. To date, no evidence that a transmission line has 
caused a serious problem to the wearer of a pacemaker has been found. 
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J. Environmentally Preferred Route 

The least potential impact or "environmentally preferred" route was identified through an 
assessment of the environmental data and public input. Included in the preferred route selection 
was a review of the impact characterizations, significant unavoidable adverse impacts, individual 
routing preferences, and agency /public comments regarding the locations and cumulative 
environmental consequences of each alternative route. 

A total of 28 different routes were compared for the DEIS. Summaries of assessment 
criteria, corridor selection issues, and impact assessment issues are presented in Table 1 1-4 of 
the DEIS. A comparison of impacts for the final list of alternative routes Is shown on Table 1 1 -7 of 
the DEIS. A quantitative comparison of final routes is shown on Table 1 1-8 of the DEIS. The 
locations of the alternative corridors and routes, and the alternative Belfield Substation siting 
areas are shown in Figure 1 1-8 of the DEIS. The environmentally preferred route is also shown In 
Figure 1 1-9 of the DEIS. 

In the DEIS, two routes, an eastern route (E4-1 ) and a western route (W1 -1) , were found 
to be clearly preferred over all other alternatives. Route E4-1 was found to be superior to W1 -1 
for visual resources but less desirable in terms of agricultural land use resources. Because the 
visual preference for the E4-1 was stronger than the agricultural land use preference for W1 "1 
(i.e., a wider discrepancy within the given resource) and because visual impacts ranged into the 
high category while all land use impacts were moderate or lower, route E4-1 was determined to 
be the least-potential-impact or "environmentally preferred" route in the DEIS. 

Given that the eastern and western routes were very similar in overall environmental 
ranking, it was considered Important to evaluate other factors such as miles of transmission line 
construction, available access, potential construction problems, and project costs before 
selecting the agency-preferred route. Consideration of these other factors lead to the selection 
of the western route (W1 -1 ) as the agency-preferred route in the DEIS. As a result of refinements 
made to this route in the course of a centerline survey, W1 -1 was re-designated W1 -1 R In the 
DEIS. 

A significant portion of the written and verbal comments received on the DEIS expressed 
concerns for the visibil ity, from the Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP), of the proposed 
transmission line if constructed in the agency-preferred route (W1 -1 R). In addition, a number of 
the comments either specifically favored or opposed construction in the environmentally 
preferred route (E4-1 ) .  To further address these concerns, Western subsequently performed 
additional route studies involving: 1 )  local modifications to the southern portion of route W1 -1 R 
to reduce visibility from the TRNP, and 2) a surveyed environmentally preferred route (E4-1 R) 
which would provide a basis for comparison to route W1 -1 R at an equivalent level of detail. 

As was the case for the unsurveyed eastern and western routes compared In the DEIS, 
the surveyed routes (and local modifications) were found to be closely ranked environmentally. 
The western route (with a modification to its alignment at the southern end) was found to have 
substantially fewer agricultural land use impacts than the eastern route. The eastern route was 
preferable from a visual resources standpoint with fewer open views from residences and no 
visibil ity from TRNP. Because the visual preference for the eastern route was greater than the 
agricultural land use preference for the western route, and ' because visual impacts ranged into 
the high category while land use impacts were low to moderate, the eastern route (E4-1 R) was 
found environmentally preferable to the other alternatives studied subsequent to the DEIS. 
Route E4-1 R is essentially equivalent to the environmentally preferred route (E4-1 ) presented in 
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the DEIS with the exception of localized refinements made primarily to reduce site specific land 
use and visual impacts. 

K. Agency-Preferred Route 

In selecting the agency-preferred route for the DEIS, it was recognized that the final two 
routes considered (W1 -1 and E4-1 ) had very similar environmental rankings and that other cost 
and engineering factors needed to be considered. Route W1 -1 was selected as the agency­
preferred route in the DEIS because It was shorter in length (by approximately 4 miles), had 
better access, and presented fewer construction constraints than E4-1 . These same factors 
were considered in re-evaluating the agency-preferred route during studies made subsequent to 
the DEIS. In addition, comments received on the DEIS were also considered in the decision­
making process. 

As a result of the on-the-ground surveys performed along both the western and eastern 
routes, it was found that the difference in distance between them had been reduced from 
approximately 4 to approximately 2. 7 miles. The survey work, as well as additional evaluation on 
the ground and through overflights, also indicated that access to the eastern route was not as 
limited as originally perceived and that construction constraints were of the same order of 
magnitude as those along the western route. Through public comment, it was determined that 
visibil ity of the l ine from residences, local urban areas, and TRNP was of significant importance. 
In particular, a large number of the comments expressed concern for the visibil ity of the 
proposed line from TRNP (see Tables 11-1 , 1 1 -2, and 1 1-3 in Chapter II of this FEIS). It was 
determined that the agency-preferred route would be changed from W1 -1 , as specified in the 
DEIS, to E4-1 R (the environmentally preferred route). 

Based on the corridor selection process and adjustments made to the agency-preferred 
route, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts would remain for earth resources, biological 
resources, or floodplains and wetlands. Remaining significant (or potentially significant) 
unavoidable adverse impacts were identified for land use, visual, and cultural resources. 

1 .  Land Use 

Several long-term impacts to land use may result from the construction of the proposed 
line. Impacts associated with line construction may include hindrance of farm equipment 
operation, reduced crop yields, and removal of cropland from production. The construction of 
steel-lattice structures would remove approximately 3.2 acres of cropland from production for 
the l ife of the project. An additional 6 acres of land would be occupied by the Belfield 
Substation. 

2. Visual Resources 

High visual impacts would occur along the proposed transmission line corridor where 1 7  
residences with open views are located within 1 mile of the agency-preferred route. The 
proposed Belfield Substation, southeast of Belfield, would create high visual Impacts to 1 
residence with an open view and moderate impacts to 4 to 6 residences with partially screened 
views within 1 to 3 miles of the Substation. 
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3. Cultural Resources 

Although there is potential for significant impacts to archaeological and historic 
resources, there are known NRHP-eliglble sites In the study area and a large number of 
significant archaeological sites are not expected to be encountered, since most of the area has 
been cultivated for many years. Potential adverse impacts to archaeological and historic 
resources cannot be identified until results of the Intensive cultural resources survey are 
assessed and consultation for eligibility and effect between Western and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer is completed. 

Final NRHP eligibility determinations must be made before the level of Impact to each 
resource can be assessed. Finalized construction plans will determine which resources can be 
avoided. 
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I. IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND COMPARISON Of ADDITIONAL REFINED 
AND MODIFIED ROUTES 

A. Introduction 

A significant portion of the written and verbal comments received on the DEIS expressed 
concerns for the visibility of the proposed transmission line from the Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park (fRNP) if constructed in the agency-preferred route (W1 -1 R). In addition, a 
number of the comments either specifically favored or opposed construction in the 
environmentally preferred route (E4-1 ) .  To further address these concerns, Western 
subsequently performed additional route studies involving: 1 )  local modifications to the southern 
portion of route W1 -1 R to reduce visibility from the TRNP, and 2) a surveyed environmentally 
preferred route (E4-1 R) which would provide a basis for comparison to route W1 -1 R at an 
equivalent level of detail. 

Following is a resource-by-resource assessment and comparison of Impacts for this final 
set of refined (surveyed) and modified routes in the eastern-most and western-most alternative 
corridors. This comparison includes a synopsized review of the resources in the study area and 
associated issues and impacts resulting from the proposed project. For a complete discussion 
of resources, issues, and impacts, please refer to the DEIS. 

The routes compared are shown on Figure 1-1 and impacts are summarized in Table 1-1 . 
The original agency-preferred and environmentally preferred routes as evaluated for the DEIS 
were routes W1 -1 and E4-1 . These routes were refined as a result of centerline surveys. The 
refined versions are designated W1 -1 R and E4-1 R. Routes WM 1 and WM2 are local 
modifications to the refined agency-preferred route (W1 -1 R) which have been proposed to 
reduce impacts to views from TRNP. 

B. Land Use and Agricultural Resources 

1 .  Affected Environment 

The majority of lands within the study area are in private ownership. The Federally­
owned Little Missouri National Grasslands are administered by the U.S. Forest Service as part of 
the Custer National Forest and are managed primarily for livestock grazing purposes, 
implementation of intensive range management systems, recreation.and the facilitation of 
minerals and energy development. 

Regionally significant existing and planned land use features within the study area 
consist primarily of ranching-based agricultural activities. Over 90 percent of the land within the 
study area is devoted to non-irrigated crop and livestock production which is maintained on 
large farmsteads. There is no irrigated cropland in the study area. 
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The City of Belfield (population 1 ,300) is the only municipality within the study area. 
There are numerous oil and gas production facilities concentrated primarily in the northeastern 
portion of the study area. 

Two major transportation corridors are located in the study area: 1 )  Interstate 94 runs 
east-west through the southern portion of the study area, and 2) U.S. Highway 85 runs north to 
south through the western portion of the study area. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

Land use impacts are primarily to agriculture, since it is the principal land use in the 
study area. Most other types of land uses, and associated impacts, can be avoided through 
facility siting. Short-term impacts on agriculture include temporary loss of cropland in 
construction areas and reduced crop yields in construction areas due to soil compaction. 

Long-term land use impacts include reduction in available land by displacement of the 
area required for structures and reduction in crop yields due to soil compaction resulting from 
maneuvering farm equipment around structures. Using the size of the base of a typical steel­
lattice structure and assuming 5 structures per mile, it is estimated that approximately 0. 1 7  acre 
would be taken out of production for each mile of non-irrigated cropland crossed. Transmission 
line structures also hinder the operation of farm equipment, and additional time is required to 
farm and maneuver around these structures. The proposed project may interfere with crop 
dusting operations. Weed control is a major concern of farmers and ranchers In areas where 
transmission l ines are located, both in cultivated lands and grazing lands. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM1 .  and WM2. Route W1 -1 R and associated alternatives (WM1 and 
WM2) would minimize land use and agricultural impacts. W1 -1 R crosses approximately 1 4.2 
miles of cropland (2.4 acres taken out of production) and 24.0 miles of grassland, of which 5.5 
are Little Missouri National Grasslands. 

W1 -1 R avoids any direct land use conflicts. Residual impacts to agriculture would result 
in 0.8 mile of potentially moderate-to-high impacts due to diagonal field crossings. 

Moderate residual Impacts associated with crossing non-irrigated cropland at midfield or 
along field edges would occur for 1 3.3 miles along W1 -1 R. The remainder of W1 -1 R consists 
primarily of rangeland and would be characterized by low-to-moderate and low impacts. All 
highways, railroads, and pipelines would be spanned. 

The first western modified route (WM1 )  crosses approximately 4.4 miles of cropland 
(0. 75 acres taken out of production) and 1 0. 1  miles of grasslanq, of which 3.5 are Little Missouri 
National Grasslands. WM1 avoids any other direct land use conflicts. Residual impacts 
associated with agriculture would result in 0.5 miles of potentially moderate-to-high impacts due 
to diagonal field crossings and 3.9 miles of moderate impacts related to midfield and field edge 
locations in cropland. The remainder of WM1 crosses grasslands, where Impacts would be low. 
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TABlE H .  QUANTITATIVE ROUTE COMPAR ISON 

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 

W1-1 R WM 11 WM2 E4-11 R 

CONSTRU CTION H igh!� Errosive Soil 9.3 9.9 9.6 11 0. 11  
CONSTRAINTS High alin ity Soil 0.3 0.11 0.0 0.11  

_ (miles) Floodplains 0.3 0.3 0.4 1 .5 

AGRICULTURAL Non-irri9ated cropland {miles/acres� 1 4.2/2.4 1 1 .6/2.0 1 2.6/2.1 1 9. 1 /3.2 
IMPACTS Mid-fie1 Angle Structures (number 0 1l 0 3 

LAN D USE Pif elines Crrossed 2 2 3 3 
IMPACTS Oi & Gas Wells w/i n  500 ft. 4 3 5 9 
(num ber) Scoria Pits and U rani11.1m Mines 0 0 0 0 

Res. w/in 1l Mile w/ Open Views 32 35 38 H 
Res. w/in 1l Mi le w/ Screened or Mod. View 8 9 1 0  H 
Total Number of' Res. w/in 1l Mile 40 44 48 34 
Total Numbe� of Res. w/in 1 -3 Miles 96 97 911 88 

" VISUAL Hi9hway Foreground V�ews (miles of l ine visible) 1 2.0 1 2.4 11 2.0 6.9 
UI IMPACTS Pamted Canyon Overlook (miles of l ine visibls) 7.5-8.5 6-9.5 1-1 0 NS* (miles/mJJm ber} Buck Hm {miles oil' l ine visible} 6-1 6-7 6-7 NIS 

Talkin;con Trrail �miles of ! ili1le visible) 3 4 4-5 NS 
Belt'ie Cl �miles o line visible) 3 3 11 5.5 
South Heart {miles of l ine visible) 1 3  11 3  n 4 

CULTURAL ** High Prehistoric Sensitivi� (miles) 0 0 0 
RESOURCES Known Historic & Native m. Resources (number) 0 0 0 

EFFECTS ON Prairie Grasslali1ld Vege1tatioITTI 211 .6 22.9 23.4 11 !3.4 
TERRESTRIAl Hardwood Drnws/Shrubland Vegetation 0.9 0.9 0.9 11 .1 
ECOSYSTEMS Ri parian We'!:lai1d Vegetaticao 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.1 
(miles) Areeis w/in 0.5 Miles of Kaoowli1l Rap'i:oli' Nests o.o o.o 2.0 2.5 

EFFECTS ON Heart Riveir 11 1l 11 1 
AQUATIC G reellil Riveir 11 1 1 1 
ECOSYSTE MS Kaoifa Riverr 11 11 11 11 
(miles/m.Em ber} Intermittent Streaim Crossili1lgs 39 39 37 38 

We1tlamo1 Vegeftaftiorii (miles) 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.7 

l..Ji\ND .... .,,, PIT"ivafl:e 32.2 3 1 .7 33.0 38.8 
OWNHERSHllP State 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 . 1 
{miles) Federal 5.5 5.8 4.5 1 .0 

length ill"il Miles 38.2 37.8 37.S 40.9 

"'NS = Not Seen *"'Based on pre-existing ili1lformaftiion (li1lo su rvey iresQ.!llts} ***Not a siting criteria 



The second western modified route (WM2) crosses approximately 5.4 miles of cropland 
(0.92 acres taken out of production) and 9. 1 miles of grassland, of which 2.2 miles are in the 
Little Missouri National Grasslands. There are no other direct land use impacts identified along 
WM2. Residual impacts to agriculture would result in 0.4 mile of potentially moderate-to-high 
impacts to croplands due to diagonal field crossings. An additional 5.0 miles of moderate 
impacts were identified along WM2, owing to midfield or field edge locations. 

Agricultural impacts along WM1 and WM2 would be lower than the corresponding 
segment of W1 -1 R, which crosses 7.0 miles of cropland where impacts would be moderate. 
WM2 would be less preferable than WM1 due to increased distance across cropland. 

b. Route E4-1 R. Route E4-1 R crosses approximately 1 9. 1  miles of cropland (3.25 acres 
taken out of production) and 21 .0 miles of grassland, which includes 1 .0 mile of Little Missouri 
National Grassland. E4-1 R avoids any other direct land use conflicts and has no associated high 
residual impacts. 

Moderate-to-high residual impacts would occur along E4-1 R where non-irrigated 
cropland is crossed diagonally for 1 .2 miles. Moderate residual impacts would make up a 
majority of E4-1 R ,  totall ing 19.1 miles where the route crosses non-irrigated cropland at midfield, 
or along field edges. Low-to-moderate and low impacts would make up the remainder of E4-1 R 
where residual impacts for rangeland areas would be considered low. All highways, railroads, 
and pipelines would be spanned. 

4. Summary 

The western routes {W1 -1 R, WM1 ,  and WM2) would have somewhat lower impacts on 
land use and agricultural resources than would the eastern route (E4-1 R). This is primarily 
because less cropland is crossed by the western routes. Of the western routes, WM1 would 
result in the least agricultural impact. 

c. Visual Resources 

1 .  Affected Environment 

The study area is a homogeneous visual setting that is common to the physiographic 
region. Scenic quality for the study area is rated as Class C, characterized by upland roll ing 
plains that are generally uniform, expressing l ittle variety in form, line, color, or texture. 

Key Observation Points (KOPs) within the study area include residential and highway 
views. KOPs outside of the study area which have significance include a number of viewpoints 
from the TRNP, whose vistas encompass areas along the western portion of the study area. 
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2. Issues and Impacts 

The principal visual resource issues include foreground and middleground views from 
residences, the communities of Belfield and South Heart, I nterstate 94 (l-94) , U.S. Highway 85, 
and State Highway 200, as well as views from the TRNP. 

Visual intrusion of the transmission line would continue throughout the l ife of the 
proposed project. Mitigation measures would reduce site-specific visual impacts to some 
degree, but would not effectively reduce initial impacts to lower levels (e.g. , high impacts would 
not be reduced to moderate) . In assessing the visual impacts of the proposed project, it was 
determined that the minimum impact incurred would be low rather than none, since the line 
would always have some visual presence. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM 1 .  and WM2. High visual impacts would occur to the views from 
32 of the 40 residenceswithin one mile of W1 -1 R. W1 -1 R would also be visible from the western 
portion of Belfield, which is approximately 3 miles away. H igh-to-moderate visual impacts would 
result at the 1-94 crossing (2.0 miles) and where W1 -1 R is within 1 mile of U.S. 85 or State 
Highway 200. W1 -1 R would be within highway foreground views for 1 2  miles. 

Visual impacts to views from the TRNP were assessed from three viewpoints using 
computer simulations: Painted Canyon Overlook, Buck Hill , and Talkington Trail (horseback 
riding trail). Although the simulations produced perspective plots showing relative apparent 
sizes of structures visible from the various viewpoints, the true effect of distance on structure 
appearance is difficult to evaluate using computer-generated simulations alone. Field 
observations of existing transmission lines at similar distances to the alternative routes assisted 
In the assessment of impacts. 

The three viewpoints within TRNP (Talkington Trail, Painted Canyon Overlook, and Buck 
Hill) are located approximately 3, 7, and 8 miles, respectively, from W1 -1 R. Within the assessed 
field of view, 1 2  structures would be visible along W1 -1 R from Painted Canyon Overlook. All of 
the structures within the assessed field of view would be visible from both Buck Hill and 
Talkington Trail. 

H igh visual impacts would occur to views from 21 residences along WM1 ,  compared to 
high visual impacts to at least 24 residences along WM2. WM2 would also be highly visible from 
the western portion of Belfield. Each route would result in high-to-moderate impacts at the 1-94 
crossing. WM 1 would be within the highway foreground for 2.4 miles, and WM2 for 2.0 miles. 

No structures along WM1 or WM2 would be visible within the assessed field of view from 
Painted Canyon Overlook. Approximately 87 percent of the WM1 structures and approximately 
61 percent of the WM2 structures would be visible from within the field of view assessed for the 
Buck Hill viewpoint. The simulations indicate that all structures for both WM1 and WM2 would 
be visible for the assessed field of view from Talkington Trail . 

For all three TRNP viewpoints, the average viewing distance to WM1 and WM2 is 
significantly increased over the average viewing distances to W1 -1 R. Approximately 1 1  miles of 
WM 1 is from 0. 75 to 1 mile further from the TRNP than corresponding portions of W1 -1 R. For 
WM2, approximately 8 miles are 0. 75 to 1 mile further away and approximately 6.5 miles are from 
1 to 1 .5 miles further away than equivalent portions of W1 -1 R. However, WM1 and WM2 are an 
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equivalent distance closer to views from Belfield ; with portions of WM2 coming within 1 mile of 
the western edge of Belfield. 

The visual impacts to viewpoints within the TRNP would be minimized for WM2 and 
reduced for WM1 when compared to W1 -1 R. WM1 would be preferable to WM2 with regard to 
minimizing significant visual impacts to residences (including Belfield). The difference in visual 
impacts between WM1 and WM2 is less for views from the TRNP than for views from residences. 

b. Route E4-1 R. Route E4-1 R would have high visual Impacts on views from 1 8  of 35 
residences within 1 mile of the route. High-to-moderate impacts would occur for 6.9 miles along 
E4- 1R  at the 1-94 crossing and where the route is In the foreground of State Highway 200. All 
TRNP viewpoints are at least 1 2  miles from E4-1 R and would not be affected. 

4. Summary 

The eastern route (E4-1 R) is visually preferable to the western routes (W1 -1 R, WM1 , and 
WM2) . Route E4-1 R minimizes visual impacts to residences, communities, and highway views, 
and avoids visual impacts to TRNP. 

D. Cultural Resources 

1 .  Affected Environment 

There are no known cultural resources in the study area l isted in or determined eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Sites representing most prehistoric periods 
have been recorded in the study area. These sites include cultural material scatters and 
quarries. Historic sites recorded in the study area include homestead/farmsteads, granaries, 
houses, dumps, and mines. 

No Native American resources of contemporary or historical significance were identified 
hi the study area. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

Construction and operation of the proposed project could result in impacts affecting 
cultural resources physically and/or visually, directly and/or indirectly, and could affect criteria 
that makes a resource eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Direct impacts are primarily limited to 
the location of structure footings, guy wire anchors, access trails/roads, and areas of heavy 
equipment movement along the right-of-way. Direct impacts could also include visual im�acts, 
especially to historic sites. I ndirect impacts could result from increased access to previously 
isolated sites, heightening the potential for vandalism. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM 1 ,  and WM2. Based on the sensitivity criteria established for the 
original environmental assessment, expected impacts to cultural resources from routes WM1 
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and WM2 would not be significantly different from those evaluated for W1 -1 R. Both WM1 and 
WM2 include slightly higher percentages of medium sensitivity than W1 -1 R. This is due to an 
increase in miles of uncultivated Little Missouri National Grasslands that are within 0.31 mile of 
intermittent water sources. None of the western routes cross high sensitivity areas, or resources 
listed in or determined eligible for the NRHP. 

b. Route E4-1 R. Route E4-1 R crosses approximately 1 .25 miles of high sensitivity areas 
and does not encounter resources l isted in or determined to be eligible for the NRHP. However, 
actual impacts cannot be determined until results of the cultural resources survey is completed. 
After completion of the survey, all identified sites will be evaluated. If necessary, avoidance 
through rerouting on structure placement will be evaluated at that time. 

E. Geology and Hydrology 

1 .  Affected Environment 

The study area is located in the unglaciated Missouri Plateau Section of the Great Plains 
Physiographic Province and is characterized by low relief and gentle slopes interrupted by hills, 
buttes, and ridges. The near-surface strata are relatively flat-lying. The dominant lithologlc unit 
is the Sentinel Butte Formation consisting of thin lignite, interbedded gray siltstone, silty 
claystone, mudstone, and gray-to-yellowish-gray, fine-to-medium channel sand. Significant 
mineral resources and economically valuable materials occurring within the study area include 
oil and gas, lignite, uranium, and scoria. 

A north-south drainage divide is located in the western portion of the study area. 
Drainages located west of the divide flow into the Little Missouri River, while drainages that flow 
in an easterly d irection d rain into the Heart, Green, and Knife Rivers. These are low-gradient. 
intermittent streams that normally flow in direct response to snowmelt or precipitation. Ground 
water supplies for domestic and livestock use are generally found in the upper Hell Creek-lower 
Ludlow aquifer system, aquifers in the upper part of the Ludlow, Tongue River, and Sentinel 
Butte Formations, and alluvial deposits. 

There are no extensive floodplains in the study area. Wetlands are limited and have 
been significantly impacted by agriculture. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

The principal geologic and hydrologic environmental impacts and construction 
constraints assessed for the proposed project were: 1 )  soil erosion on steep slopes, 2) 
construction of structure foundations in unconsolidated deposits (alluvium and colluvium) , areas 
with high water tables, and areas subject to periodic flooding, and 3) small scale subsidence 
from burning lignite beds resulting in collapse of overburden. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM1 .  and WM2. Impacts affecting geologic and hydrologic 
resources along WM1 and WM2 would not significantly vary from W1 -1 R .  The common portion 
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of the western routes impacts a scoria pit. WM2 crosses an abandoned mining operation and a 
small scoria pit. Slight realignment of the centerline and judicious placement of structures would 
reduce impacts associated with these operations. 

b. Route E4-1 R. A Portion of E4-1 R crosses approximately 1 0.6 miles of the Little Knife 
Oil Field in the northeast corner of the study area. Discussions with oil company representatives 
indicate that construction of the line along this route would not significantly affect oil field 
operations. No other mineral resources are significantly affected by this route. 

F. Paleontology 

1 .  Affected Environment 

The study area contains fossiliferou.s and potentially fossiliferous strata of the Paleocene 
and Eocene Epochs. Within the project area a total of nine localities containing fossils have 
been identified in the Sentinel Butte and Golden Valley Formations. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

Although fossiliferous strata occur within the study area, the potential for disturbing 
significant paleontologlcal resources is low. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM1 .  and WM2. WM1 �nd WM2 do not significantly vary from W1 -
1 R. No previously recorded sites are crossed. 

b. Route E4-1 R. Route E4-1 R does not cross any previously recorded paleontological 
sites. 

G. Soils 

1 .  Affected Environment 

The 1 26 mapped soil units In the study area have been compiled Into eight general map 
units based upon such factors as slope, landscape position, and erodibility. Prime farmland is 
Very limited in the study area. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

The eight soil map units in the study area exhibit some potential water and wind erosion, 
compaction, reclamation sensitivity, and engineering problems. Generally, where routes cross 
steep slopes on buttes and escarpments, and alluviated valley bottomlands, Impacts become 
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more significant. Mitigative construction practices (e.g. , larger or deeper foundations) and 
spanning or avoidance of bottomlands and escarpments effectively reduces all soil resources 
impacts to moderate or low. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM1 ,  and WM2. Impacts associated with WM1 and WM2 vary only 
slightly from W1 -1 R. The percentage of moderate impacts slightly increases where WM 1 and 
WM2 cross alluvial soils of the Heart River and Norwegian Creek. Impacts would be avoided by 
spanning and structure placement. 

b. Route E4-1 R. Route E4-1 R crosses approximately 1 0. 1  miles of erosive soils. 
Moderate residual impacts occur where the route crosses steep slopes, valley bottoms, or 
alluviated areas. 

H. Vegetation/Floodplains and Wetlands 

1 .  Affected Environment 

Vegetation in the area is dominated by prairie grassland, except on slopes and along 
drainages. Much of the natural ve9etation on the rolling uplands has been replaced by non­
irrigated cultivation of small grains and fodder crops. Limited hardwood forest stands occur in 
upper drainages and draws and limited wetland communities exist along larger stream channels, 
in poorly drained depressions, and adjacent to stock ponds and reservoirs. There are no 
permanent lakes or large areas of wetlands in the study area. Because the streams in the study 
area are near their headwaters, all of them are listed as intermittent and have narrow floodplains. 
No plant species currently on the Federal or state threatened or endangered species l ists have 
been identified within the study area. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

High impact levels to vegetation were not encountered in the study area owing to the 
lack of large, critically sensitive areas of vegetation. No unique, threatened, or endangered plant 
species has been Identified. The wetlands associated with reservoirs, marshes, and streams are 
small and will be easily avoided by careful routing. Other areas that could support wetlands 
vegetation, such as small potholes and surface depressions, are not present In the study area. 
No structures will be placed in floodplains or areas where frequent flooding could occur. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R. WM1 . and WM2. WM1 and WM2 vary only slightly from W1 -1 R. WM1 
and WM2 cross wetlands at the Heart River, but impacts to this vegetation type would be 
reduced to low by spanning and structure placement. 

b. Routes E4-1 R. This route crosses a total of 1 .  7 miles of hardwood draws .and o. 7 mile 
of riparian vegetation. Spanning of these areas will reduce residual impacts to low. 
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I. Wildlife 

1 .  Affected Environment 

Cropland, grassland, wetland, aquatic, and h?rdwood are the five �ildlif� habitat types 
occurring within the study area. Big game species include mule deer, wh1te-ta1led deer, a�d 
pronghorn antelope. Common upland game birds include pheasant, partridge, grouse, and v.:11d 
turkey. Waterfowl include geese and ducks. Four species listed as �ndangered by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service may occur in the study area. The peregrine falcon, bal� eagle, a�d 
whooping crane are potential migrants through the area. The black-footed ferret ts a pote�t1al 
resident of prairie dog towns. State species of concern which likely are present are long-billed 
curlew, Baird's sparrow, and Sprague's pipit. 

2. Issues and Impacts 

Short-term impacts to wildlife would occur during the construction phase. They incl�de 

disturbance of animals by noise and the presence of humans as well as tempor�ry �ass of �ab1tat 

owing to construction activities. The removal of grassland and cropland wildl ife habitat for 

structure sites would not result in significant long-term biological impacts. All hardwood and 

wetland habitats would be avoided or spanned. No impacts to threatened, endangered, or 

special-status species have been identified, this finding is supported by the U.S. Fish and Wildl ife 

Ser:vice, as stated in letter No. 30, comment C, of Table 1 1-3. A biological assessment, App�nd!x 

A, provides additional information on the presence of federal and state endangered species in 

the study area. 

3. Route Comparisons 

a. Routes W1 -1 R, WM1 .  and WM2. Impacts associated with WM1 and WM2 would vary 

slightly from W1 - 1  R. Potential impacts occur along WM2 where prairie dog towns and/or ra�tor 

nesting areas have been observed. Significant impacts would be avoided through spanning, 

avoidance, and/or construction timing. 

b. Route E4-1 R. Route E4-1 R crosses some hardwood and wetland habitats. 

Significant impacts would be avoided through spanning. The route does not cross any known 

raptor nesting areas or prairie dog towns and would not impact any threatened or endangered 

species or species of concern. 

J. Conclusions 

A. Environmentally Preferred Route 

During preparation of the DEIS, it was found that the natural (i.e., geology, soil�, 
vegetation, and wildl ife) and cultural (i.e. , prehistoric, historic, and Native A�erican) r��ources in 
the study area did not vary greatly between corridor� and were no� highly sens1t1ve t? .the 
presence of a transmission line. Because land use (agricultural) and visual resources exh1b1ted 
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significant variation and/or were more sensitive to construction of the proposed line, these 
resources were determined to be the most critical in the study area and provided the best basis 
for identifying the environmentally preferred route. Of these, visual resources were found to 
have a somewhat higher sensitivity to transmission line construction (levels of Impact for visual 

·· ranged from moderate to high versus impact levels from low to moderate for land use) and 
exhibited more variation across the study area than did land use. 

As was the case for the unsurveyed eastern and western routes compared in the DEIS, 
the surveyed routes (and local modifications) compared herein were found to be closely ranked 
environmentally. Of the western routes, WM1 was judged to be preferable because it crossed 
the fewest miles of non-irrigated cropland and provided the best balance of impacts to views 
from residences, TRNP, and Belfield. The western route offers somewhat fewer land use-related 
impacts than the eastern route (1 1 .6 miles of non-irrigated cropland crossed along WM1 versus 
1 9. 1  miles along E4-1 A). The eastern route is preferable from a visual resources standpoint 
(e.g. , E4-1 A is not visible from TRNP and has 1 7  residences with open views within one mile 
versus 35 residences along WM1 ) .  Because the visual preference for E4-1 R was greater than the 
land use preference for WM1 ,  and because visual impacts ranged into the high category while 
land use impacts d id not, route E4-1 R was found environmentally preferable to the other 
alternatives compared herein. 

B. Agency-Preferred Route 

In selecting the agency-preferred route for the DEIS, it was recognized that the final two 
routes considered (yV1 -1 and E4-1 ) had very similar environmental rankings and that other 
factors such as miles of transmission line construction, available access, potential construction 
problems, and project costs needed to be considered. Route W1 -1 was selected as the agency­
preferred route because it was shorter in length (by approximately 4 miles) , had better access, 
and presented fewer construction constraints than E4-1 . These same factors were considered in 
re-evaluating the agency-preferred route herein. In addition, comments received on the DEIS 
were also considered in the decision-making process. 

As a result of the on-the-ground surveys performed along both the western and eastern 
routes, it was found that the difference in distance between them had been reduced from 4 to 2.7 
miles. The survey work, as well as additional evaluation on the ground and through overfl ights, 
also indicated that access to the eastern route was not as limited as originally perceived and that 
construction constraints were of the same order of magnitude as those along the western route. 
Through public comment, it was determined that visibil ity of the line from residences, local urban 
areas, and TRNP was of significant importance. In particular, a large number of the comments 
expressed concern for the visibil ity of the proposed line from TRNP (see Tables 1 1-1 , 1 1 -2, and 1 1-3 
in Chapter I I ) .  

In consideration of the above factors, i t  was determined that the agency-preferred route 
would be changed from W1 -1 , as specified in the DEIS, to E4-1 A (the previously identified 
environmentally preferred route). 
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II. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

A. Introduction 

This chapter describes the public review process for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Charlie Creek-Belfield Transmission Line Project. Public comments 
were solicited from agencies, organizations, and Individuals, and were received in the form of 
letters and statements at public hearings. Tables 11-1 and 1 1-2 provide an index to comments and 
responses. 

B. Public Review Process 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a Notice of Availability of the 
DEIS on June 8, 1 988. Western distributed press releases to all news media in its marketing area 
in North Dakota and published a notice of the filing, and dates and locations of public hearings in 
local newspapers in the project area during the week preceeding the public hearings. Letters 
announcing the availability of the DEIS and public hearings schedule were malled to affected 
landowners and others in the project study area. The public comment period ended on August 
8, 1 988. 

Coples of the DEIS were sent to approximately 100 Federal, state, and local government 
agencies, institutions, organizations, and individuals for review and comment. In response, a 
total of 61 letters were received by Western, and are l isted in Table 1 1-1 of this document. 

Western reviewed and carefully considered all comments, and responded to those 
substantive comments that presented new data, questioned findings and analyses, or raised 
questions or issues relevant to the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and 
alternatives, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act and related regulations. 

As a result of comments received on the DEIS, an additional two sets of public meetings 
were held to d iscuss comments and to inform the local public and solicit comments on the 
results of supplementary route studies and the selection of the revised agency-preferred route. 
Meetings were held in Belfield, North Dakota on August 22 and November 29, 1 988 and in 
Grassy Butte, North Dakota on August 23 and November 30, 1 988. 
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
(Letters are listed in  the order received) 

FROM 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Billings Area Office 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Aberdeen Area Office 

U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development 

Denver Regional Office, 

Region VIII 

Department of Health and 

Human Services, 

Office of the Regional Director, 

Region VIII 

National Parks and Conservation 

Association 

North Dakota State Water 

Commission 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

The Billings Area Office of the Bureau of Indian Affiairs 

had no comments on the project. 

The Aberdeen Area Office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs 

advised that the project did not involve any Indian trust 

lands. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development 

advised that the DEIS was adequate for purposes of 

housing and community development. 

The Department of Health and Human Services advised 

th ey had no comment concerning affects on their 

regional programs. 

NPCA is concerned with the visual impacts of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1) on views from Theodore 

Roosevelt National Par!< (TRNP) and encourage route E4-

1 .  

The SWC has provided general specifications to be 

used in waterway crossings to minimize project impacts. 
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Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11·3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 
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1 4  
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1 7  
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19 
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Table 1 1-1 (Contin ued) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

FROM 

U.S. Department of 

Transportation 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Dan Koeck 

Dacotah Chapter Sierra Club 

Theodore Roosevelt Nature and 

History Association 

Earle Campbell 

Phyllis M. Pear1-Lak 

Lili Stewart-Wheeler 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

The proposed transmission line will have no adverse 

effect on any Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

facilities. 

Visual impact of route W1-1 on views from TRNP. 

The concerns of the Sierra Club center on the visual 

and potential economic impacts of route W1-R1 on 

TRNP. 

The Theodore Roosevelt Nature and History 

Association's comments center on concerns for the 

visual impact of route W1-R1 on TRNP, and potential 

cumulative impacts from future transmission lines. 

Concerns are expressed for the visual impact of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1) on views from TRNP. 

This letter is in support of the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ) .  

This letter i s  i n  opposition t o  the agency preferred route 

(W1 -R1). 

Table 11-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

FROM 

West Plains Electric Cooperative, 

Inc. 

Jay V. Brovold 

Jack Stewart 

Janice Tower 

Linda Gerry 

Mark Rodney 

Margaret Krogh 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

West Plains Electric's comments are in support of the 

proposed route (W1-R1 ) ,  emphasizing the importance of 

economic savings. 

Concerns are expressed for the visual impacts of 

agency preferred route (W1 -R1 )  on views from TRNP, 

and potential impacts on tourism and the North Dakota 

economy. 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -A1 ). 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -R1 ). 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -R1 ). 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -A1 ). 

Opposed to relocating the Charlie Creek to Belfield 

transmission line to the east of Highway 85. 

RESPONSE 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

RESPONSE 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 
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Table 11-1 (Continued!) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

FROM 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Forest Service, Medora Ranger 

District 

Department of the Army 

Corps of Engineers, 

Omaha District 

Robert W. Seabloom 

Paui M. Bultsma 

Patti Holm 

Charles J. Peterson 

Jon F. Kroke 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

Concerns raised by the Forest Service include: 

* adequate assessment of all resource concerns 

* weight given to visual impacts 

" support for the selection of the refined agency 

preferred route (W1 -R1 ) 

" consideration for all reasonable alternatives 

Completed project plans should be provided to COE for 

review of permit requirements. 

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1 -R1 ) .  

Opposed t o  agency preferred route (W1 -R1 ). 

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1 -R1 ) .  

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1 -R1 ). 

Opposed to agency preferred route (W1 -R1 ). 

Table 1 1-1 (Contin ued) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

FROM 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Soil Conservation Service 

U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency Region VIII 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Office of Environmental Project 

Review 

Staie of North Dakota 

Office of the Governor 

Bruce M. Kaye 

Julie Powell 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

The SCS provides comments concerning revegetation, 

and future flood control projects. 

The EPA review has resulted in a lack of objections 

rating category. More detail is requested regarding 

impacts to wetlands in the final EIS. 

The range of concerns addressed by the Department of 

Interior include impacts to TRNP views and related 

economic impacts to tourism in North Dakota, potential 

raptor conflicts and proximity to mining activity 

associated with the agency proposed route (W1 -R1 ) .  

DOI recommends the environmentally preferred route, 

(E4-1 ) ,  be selected. 

Concerns focus on the visual impacts of the proposed 

route (\11/i -R i )  to views from TRNP and associated 

impacts to North Dakota tourism. 

Opposed to proposed route (Wl-Ri ) due to visual 

impacts to TRNP. 

Concerns e�pressed regarding the visual impacts of the 

proposed mute to views from TRNP. 

RESPONSE 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

RESPONSE 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

il-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for 1inal 

comparison and modified decision. 

Please relier to chapter I for fina! route 

comparison and modified decision. 
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Table 1 1-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

FROM ISSUE/CONCERN 

Don Burda Concerns expressed regarding the visual impacts of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1 )  to views from TRNP. 

Brian Dudley Concerns expressed regarding the visual impacts of the 

proposed route (W1-R1)  to views from TRNP. 

Thelma and Jack Vantine Concerns expressed regarding the visual impacts of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1 )  to views from TRNP. 

Medora Chamber of Commerce Concerns expressed regarding the visual impacts of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1)  to views from TRNP. 

Peaceful Valley Trailrides, Inc. Concerns expressed regarding the visual impacts of the 
Wally Owen proposed route (W1 -R1 )  to views from TRNP. 

James Kasper Supports proposed route (W1 -R1 ) .  

Sy Somanysky Supports proposed route (W1 -R1 ). 

Table 11-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES . 

FROM 

William Klym 

Bill Zarak 

Keith w. Welsh 

Anene Wilhelm 

North Dakota Game & Fish 

Department 

Laudie Jilek 

Michael Obach 

ISSUE/CON CERN 

Supports proposed route (W1-R1). 

Supports proposed route (W1 -R1). 

Concerns are expressed for the visual impact of the 

proposed route (W1-R1 )  on views from TRNP. 

Concerns expressed for the visual impact of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1) on views from TRNP and 

possible negative affects on tourism. 

The NDGFD review finds that the DEIS is generally 

adequate in addressing wildlife needs. Remaining 

generic concerns require confirmation from Western. 

Opposes construction of the line across his property. 

Favors the proposed route (W1 -R1 )  with local 

modifications to the southern portion to minimize visual 

impacts to the TRNP. Suggests use of H-frame 

structures to minimize visibility. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 
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LETTER NO. 
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FROM 

Virginia Wock 

Wallace Wock 

Casmer Duletski 

Theresa Frank 

Carol Frank 

Rep. Byron L. Dorgan 

George Andreas 

FROM 

John A. Heiser 

John V. & Mary Smith 

Kirt A. Sabrosky 

Table !H (Conti1111 aJed} 

SUMMARY OF WRITIEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

ISSUE/CON CERN 

Favors proposed route (W1 -R1 ) with local modifications 

to the southern portion to minimize impact to views from 

TRNP. Opposes construction in the environmentally 

preferred route (E4-1 ).  

Favors proposed route (W1 -R1 )  with local modifications 

to the .southern portion to minimize impact to views from 

TRNP. Opposes construction in the environmentally 

preferred route (E4-1 ).  

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -R1). 

Supports the proposed route (W1 -R1). 

Supports proposed route (W1 -R1 ) .  Opposes 

construction in the environmentally preferred route (E4-1 ) .  

Concerns expressed regarding the visual impacts of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1 )  to views from TRNP. Remaining 

visual impacts after local modifications are made to the 

proposed route are still unacceptable. 

environmentally preferred route (E4-1 ).  

Favors the 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -R1 ) due to visual 

impacts to TRNP. Favors the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ).  

Table 1 1-1 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COM MENTS AND RESPONSES 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -R1) due to visual 

impacts to TRNP. Favors the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ). 

Opposed to construction of the route on their property. 

Supports proposed route (W1 -R1 ) .  Expresses concerns 

for increases in power costs and that oil development in 

the Little Knife Oil Field would be curtailed if 

construction took place in the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ). 

Gary P. & Jan A. Houghton Supports proposed route (W1 -R1 ). Expresses concerns 

for increases in power costs and that oil development in 

the Little Knife Oil Field would be curtailed if 

construction took place in the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ). 

Marion Hurinenko Supports proposed route (W1 -R1 ). Expresses concerns 

for increases in power costs and that oil development in 

the Little Knife Oil Field would be curtailed if 

construction took place in the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ) .  

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

11-3. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision and 

to responses to comments A & B of 

letter 57. 

Please refer to chapter I for final route 

comparison and modified decision and 

to responses to comments A & B of 

letter 57. 
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SPEAKER NO. 

Grassy Butte, North Dakota 

July 26, 1 988 
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Table 1 1-1 {Contin ued) 

SUMMARY OF WRIITEN COMM E NTS AND RESPONSES 

FROM 

Anne & Steven C. Lian 

Sen. Quentin N. Burdick 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

Opposed to proposed route (W1 -R1 ) due to visual 

impacts to TRN P. Favors the environmentally preferred 

route (E4-1 ).  

Expresses the views of concerned citizens, the North 

Dakota Tourism Office, and the State Highway 

Department that the proposed route (W1 -R1 )  will have 

long-term negative impacts on TRNP. 

Table 1 1-2 

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

NAME 

Tracy Potter 

North Dakota 

Tourism Dept. 

Myron Freeman 

Theodore Roosevelt Nature and 

History Association 

Marion Hurinenko 

Manning, North Dakota 

Robert Powell 

Chief Ranger, TRNP 

I SSUE/CONCERN 

. Represents division of ND State Government charged 

with en hancing the tourism industry. States concerns 

for the potential economic impact to the tourist industry 

by locating the proposed line in view of TRNP. Wrt:h the 

support of both Senator Conrad and Congressman 

Dorgan, states that the position of tourism is to select 

the eastern route (ER-1 ) . 

Concerned about visual impacts on views from Painted 

Canyon, Buck Hill and Talkington horseback trail in 

TRNP. Opposed to the proposed route (W1 -R1 ). 

landowner who supports the proposed route (W1 -R1 ). 

Lives in the eastern corridor (E4-1 ) ,  and objects to visual 

impacts of a transmission line within .5 mile of 

residence. 

The proposed route (W1 -R1 )  presents unacceptable 

visual impacts to visitors at TRNP. There is no attempt 

in the DEIS to analyze impacts on ND tourism industry 

due to the visual intrusion of the line into vistas adjacent 

to TRNP. The DEIS does not accurately or adequately 

analyze vista impacts to visitors to TRNP, and chooses 

a preferred route based on economic considerations. 

Modifications to the western route (W1 -R1/M) are also 

not acceptable. Any line that is visible from the 3 -- -= �:'-
identified viewpoints in TRNP is not acceptable to the 

National Park Service. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Reproduced and responded to in table 

1 1-3. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to responses to comment 

L of letter no. 21 . 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to responses to comments 

D-L of letter no. 21 , and refer to 

chapter I for the route comparisons 

and modified decision. 

-j 
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SPEAKER NO. 

1 1  

Belfield, North Dakota 

July 27, 1 988 

1 2  

:::::: 1 3  
UI 

1 4  

1 5  

Tafoie �hZ {C<!l!UlliloUllliledl) 

S:lDM!\J�ARY OIF OR�,l COMMIE�TS ANID IRESPOD\JJSES 

NAME ISSUE/CON CERN 

Ed Sahlstrom 

National Parks and Conservation 

Association 

The visual scene is the first priority within the TRNP and 

should be protected whenever possible. Preference is 

for the environmentally preferred route (E4-1 ), in order to 

avoid visual impacts to TRNP. Suggest utilizing steel H­

frame structures as opposed to steel-lattice structures to 

reduce damage to the landscape. 

Marjo Hurinenko 

Manning, North Dakota 

Hattie Tedrow 

Kirt Sabrosky 

Killdeer, North Dakota 

Wayne Retzlaff 

McKenzie Rural Electric 

Cooperative 

Kirt Sabrosky 

Killdeer, North Dakota 

� 

Elmer Glovatsky 

Grassy Butte, North Dakota 

Leonard Marx 

Mike Obach 

Belfield, North Dakota 

Garry Redmann 

North Dakota State Highway 

Department 

Tracy Potter 

North Dakota State Tourism 

Office 

Landowner opposed to the eastern route (E4-1 ).  Feels 

that the year-round impacts to people in the cattle 

industry is more important than impacts to tourists 

associated with views from TRNP. 

Landowner opposed to eastern route (E4-1 ).  Feels that 

the line will destroy the land and scenery where she 

lives. 

Requested clarification from the National Park Service 

regarding modifications to western route. 

The proposed project is very important to members of 

McKenzie Electric. There is a recognized visual impact, 

no matter where the line is located. The project should 

be built in a cost-effective manner. 

Landowner who supports the proposed route (W1 -R1 ) .  

Table 1 1-2 (Contin ued) 

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

Landowner who currently has power lines crossing his 

land, and is opposed to another route (E4-1 ).  

Landowner who is concerned about impacts to 

agricultural lands. Questioned why the "longer" route 

was considered environmentally preferable (E4-1 ).  

Points out that there are several existing visual impacts 

to TRNP from man-made structures. Also questions why 

the visual impacts have to be on private property: 

Speaking on behalf of the Highway Commissioner, 

Walter Hjelle, the State Highway Department is in 

opposition to the western route (W1 -R1 )  due to the 

existing visual impacts that have already occurred to 

TRNP. The Highway Department supports the eastern 

corridor (E4-1 ).  

Pointed out that there are more landowners who will be 

visually effected by the western corridor. He quoted 

Congressman Dorgan and Senator Conrad's opposition 

to the proposed route (W1 -R1). The major reason 

people visit TRNP is to experience the scenery. Visible 

towers "will place a boundary on the boundless" 

(views). He reiterated the concern for potential 

economic impacts to tourism, and support for the 

eastern route (E4-1 ) .  

RESPONSE 

Please refer to responses to comments 

F-L of letter no. 21 , and refer to 

chapter I for the route comparisons 

and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to responses to comment 

F-L of letter no. 21 and comment I, L, 

and AA of letter no. 30. 
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NAME 

Carol Frank 

Route One, Dickinson 

Andy Kuylen 

South Heart 

Virginia Wock 

Ed Sahlstrom 

TRNP 

Ray Jilek 

Table 1 1-2 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

Landowner who objects to eastern corridor (E4-1 ) ,  and 

argues that tourists only stop for a short time, while 

landowners must look at them 365 days a year, and 

farm around them for the next 50 years. "The impact 

on farming and local people is just as important as the 

tourism industry, except that we have to live with them; 

the tourists go on their way without a backward glance." 

Landowner who farms around B existing transmission 

towers describes problems with cultivation and weed 

control. Towers in pasture land are not a problem. 

Opposes the eastern corridor . 

Landowner who opposes the eastern corridor (E4-1 ), 

and argues that tourists will not be aware of the 

proposed route (W1 -R1 )  from TRNP viewpoints, nor 

would its presence diminish tourism in North Dakota. 

Representing the TRNP, the completeness of the studies 

and final route decisions were questioned. 

West Plains Electric Cooperative 

Membership goals include the lowest cost power with 

good service. West Plains supports the proposed route 

(W1 -R1 )  as the most cost-effective routing solution for 

the project. 

Rod Tjaden 

Mayor of Medora 

� 

Merv Wike 

Wally Owen 

Medora 

David Kuehn 

Belfield 

Lowell Blikre 

Belfield 

Concerned about the visual intrusion of the proposed 

route on TRNP and the potential economic impact on 

Medora. 

Table 1 1-2 (Continued) 

SUMMARY OF ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

ISSUE/CONCERN 

Questions the need and economic benefit of the 

proposed project. 

Described the importance of the park as a resource to 

North Dakota, and its growing recognition in the United 

States. 

Supports the environmentally preferred route (E4-1 ) due 

to the importance of TRNP. 

Concerned for visual impacts to TRNP as a significant 

issue to North Dakota and the United States. Favors 

the eastern route (E4-1 ) .  

RESPONSE 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

RESPONSE 

Please refer to the Executive Summary, 

Purpose and Need section. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 

Please refer to chapter I for route 

comparisons and modified decision. 
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TABLE 1 1-3. COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 1 

a 
� 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU 01" INDIAN Al"l"AIRS 

.. llDl.'I' ...... ..... 
Diviaion of Proqrama 

Branch of Water Resources 
Code 380 

Jill Davi•• 
Area Manager 

alLLINGS ARU. Of'PICI: 
>1• NcNl'IM ae .... aT. 

81LLING&. MONTANA ee101 

• JUN 2 t 1988 

Weatern Area Power Adainiatration 
Attention• 82000 
P.O. Box 35800 
Billinga, Montana 59107-5800 
Dear Hr. Davies s  

JUN 2. 3 '9SS · 

. . . :. ·� · · . 
·. · ..... 

• ��;.,,,: c."/J�· J!,;l,'IN �,, �""' · . .  [We have reviewed the Draft Snviro111M1ntal Iapact Stat ... nt 

A 
(DEIS) for the propoae4 Cha r l ie Creek-B e l f i e l d  

Tranaaiaaion Line Project an 4  v e  have no c:oamenta. 

�t/L 
·· ,c� 

A [Thank you for your review and comment. 
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TABLE 11-3 (contir;iued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 2 

8 . 

,. 

United States Department of the Interior ·CJ;J. fl!? r:�y BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS . . . 

�.�J:::t'A"v�':i��� .RJll2T88 
ABt:RllEt:N, SOUTH DAKOTA 474111 

• miu ara m  -:: · ..-.-..--.. 
Agr i cu l t u r e  Nana9eae n t  .... ·----� 

A 

J•••• Daw l 1 .  Area Manage r 
Ve a t e r n  A r e a  Po••r Ad•l n l 1 t r a t l on 
A t t en t l o n 1  1100 0 ,  P . O .  Boz J5100 
l l l l l ng 1 ,  Mon t ana 5 1 1 07-5100 

Dea r  Mr . DaY l 1 1  

We ch•cted w i t h  oar Agency • •• l ty Of f i ce r  a t  F o r t B e r tho l d  Agency. 

New Towa , No r tb Dako t a .  t o  de t e ra l n •  I f  the Cha r i l •  Creet-Be l f l • l d  

3 4 5  S: l l·o•o l t  (l:VJ Tran1al 1 1 l oa L I A• c n o u ed aay t n a t  l enda . Upon 

be i ng l a fo raed t b a t  l b• l l n• doea ao t la•o l •• any l ad l an t r aa t 

l aad . •• a r e  p r o• l d l ng a aoga t l •• r eaponaa rega r d i ng th• Dr a f t  

!n• l r onaoat lapa c t  l t a t oaoa t .  

l l naer 9 1 y .  

LJ. _td£1j 
Aa a l a t o n t  Araa D i r e c t o r  

l a d i a •  P r ogr ••• 

TABLE 1 1-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 3 

A 

ftt\ i..:.!; 
June 24,  1988 

llr. James D. Davi es , Area Manager 
B fl l f  ngs Area Office 
Western Area Power Adminf stratfon 
P .o. Box 35800 
Bi l l i ngs , Montana 591 07-5800 
Dear Mr. Davies : 

U.S. � ol Houolng 111d Urbln � 
o.n... Reg._. Ollie•. �:�t iilE cm 1 Execu11ve Tower 
1405 eu .... s ..... 
0en-. ColOfado 110202:23'19 .:UN 2 9'88 i 

""� -- · 
·� ... - i 
·�· l • 

4.11 • C. I -- I 

£�w-�Fa-�-; I BJ.;c4 \)§�: 
�'I I : '  -�-I-- , 'TI'1"1',.,,. _ _.!_ I Th1s is in response to your letter of June 8, 1 988 , requesting 

coaaents on the Draft Envi ronmental Impact Statement (DEIS ) for Charl ie 
Creek-Belfield Transmission Line Project, North Dakota. 

Your DEIS has been reviewed with consideration for the areas of 
respons i b i l i ty assi gned to the Department of Hou sing and Urban 
Development (HUD). This review consi dered the project ' s  impacts on 
housing and COllllllunity development. Within these parameters , we find this 
DEIS adequate for our purposes. 

If you uy be of further assi stance , please contact Hr. Howard 
Kutzer, Regional Envi ronmental Officer, at FTS 564-31 02. 

Very sincerely yours , 

���� 
Di rector 
Office of C1111111unity 

Phnning and Devel opment 

A [Thank you for your review and comment. 

� 

A [Thank you for your review and comment. 
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TABLE 11-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 4 

,.--... tJ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH a. HUMAN SERVICES 

Jul :r  6 ,  1988 

Ar•• "an•l•r 
Weatern Area Power Ad•inistration 
Attention: B2000 
P . O .  Box 35800 
B i l l in&s, "T. 59101-5800 
Dear S i r :  

�1111 • •  ; : �'. Q, ·· ·l!Dlractor 

R11alon WI 
�i.loili:. Bulldlng 
1951 Stout StrMt 

Qllwn.. �.� 

e).J.cf :�-. �- . 

=rr · · -- . . . I 

A proposed Char l ie Creek-Belfield 346-k i lovol t  Trans•i•aion " Lin• 

Project in weatern Nortb Dakota. 

[Th• varioua Operatin& Division• of tbe Re&ional Off ice have 

rev iewed the Draft Bnviron .. ntal l•pact State .. nt for th• 

We have no spec ific co ... nts concernin& an:r affect• on our 

r•&ional pro&r .. •. Tbank :rou for tb• opportunit:r to review tbe 

St ate•ent . 

·�9/_� Blw:r;J{ Holtrop 
Re11onal .Special Pro&r .. • Coordinator 

� �  

TABLE 11-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 5 

James D. Davies 
Area Manager 
Yestern Area Pover Adninl•tratlon 
p .'). f-<>:< 3��1)0 
Blll lngs , HT 59107- 5800 

Dear Hr . Davie s :  

. . :tm f!l f f.OPY 1 

. �"�8 . 1  
· · - -....-..- · 

July 8, 1988 

A ffie Nat ional Parks and Conservation Assoclatlon (NPCA) appreciate• the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft Enviroruaental lapact Statement for th• 
Charl le Creek • Belfield transmlss lon l lne proj ect. 

El dequnte service to area residents .  but ve are concerned vith the visual 
mpacts of such a lengthy overhead powerllne. Theodore Roosevel t  National Park 
TRNP) l l e s  only one mlle outside the southwestern corner of the study area. 

�PCA understands the neceas l ty for a transmission line to provide continued 

c 

D 

E 

As the DEIS states,  "Maintenance of the visual •cene i• a flrat prlorlty vl thln 
the Park , "  and should be protected whenever poaalble. 

e proposed area for construction is situated in •the colorful North Dakota 
badlnnds ( that) comprise the pr imary acenlc attraction of the park . "  All 
cons lderatlon should be given to protect thla valuable resource . Of the four 
proposed routes , Vl - 1 ,  V2 - 1 ,  Vl - 4 ,  and E4- l ,  we atrongly encourage the 
se lection of the enviro11111entally preferred alternat ive , E4- l .  Ye understand 
that Vestern Area Power would be interested in choosing the most cost effect ive 
means possible . but ve maintain thnt the envlron111ent must not be sacrificed to 
•ave a f�� d�llars . The envlro1U11ent�l impact atate�ent ldentifie� key 
observation points (KOP ' s )  wlthln the study area of which a large portion arc 
wlthln TRNP. Only corridor E4-l ls not visible from Painted Canyon Overlook , 
Buck 111 1 1 ,  and the hor•eback rldlng trall•. Thi• alternative i• also only ln 
the foreground of I - 94 for 0 . 5  mlle whl le the agency preferred and refined 
agency preferred corridors are both vlslble from all KOP ' s  wlthln and 

roaching the park. r-For the area that ls observable approaching the park, ve 
Power ' s  decis ion to use non-specular conduc tors to 

To mlnlmlze the impact of the structures on the land , ve suggest that Yestern 
Area Powe r utlllze steel ff - frame structures as opposed to stee l - lattice 
structure s .  Thls would result in less land belng jeopardized to bulld the 
transmiss ion line .�e also encourage the use of all mitigation measures to 

F 
�reduce �ny damage to the landscape. Al though the area ls outside the national 

park we do support actions that would limlt damago to any natural and cultural 
resources. 

National Parks and Conservation Ao;sociation 
1015 Thirty-1'1rst Strttt, N.W., Washlni:ton, D.C. 20007 

Trl<·nhnnr ('.!02l q.i.t-111;'0 

A [Thank you for your review and comment. 

-'� � 

A . [Comment noted. 

B fThe sensitivity of views from TRNP are addressed In the DEIS, and potential 
Umpacts were ldentllied. 

C r As Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become a modified version of 
LE4-1. The eastern route w11 avoid visual Impacts to views from TRNP. 

D (Comment noted. Nonspecular conductors would be used for the entire route. 

[Western Is evaluating steel H-frame structures as an alternative to steel-lattlce 
E structures, as discussed In chapters I and II of the DEIS (see DEIS pages 1-1 

and 11-7). 

F CThe mitigation program Identified in the DEIS is intended to minimize environmental 
mpacts to all human, natural and cultural resources. 
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TABLE 1 1-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 5 

llierall , we are pleased with Vestern Area Power's attempt to cover all possible G eas of impact and willingness to consider every option. Vhile the need for a w transmission line is inevitable we do encour

.

age the continued use of energy nservation alternatives to prevent any expansion in the future . 

Thank you for considering NPCA' s  comments on this proj ect .  

Sincerel:l'. -�· /'1 _ 

fl I ) _ (_ l ' ·,o.c. ' f 'L -�:k ,...., __ J.jJ{L � 
--'\ .  ,_-_... 711 T. Deatry Jarvis 

Vice President . • 

TABLE 11-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 6 

� North Dakota Stale UU!:llMJlerCommission : :  . ::l:! p�� ,;; 
JUL 1 5'88 

OOVl:RNOR OE.OAGC A. SINNER 
CHAIRMAN July 13,  1988 

-:.1•.�-- · · - · - · 
. .. , 

- ... I . . 
---.;;..--;;; . Vl[RNON FAHY SECRETARY & STATE ENGINEER · t--r=., . I 

B l  · .. _'.·�-1-ll��:� 

A 

Jemes D. Davies , Area Manager 
Department of Energy 

B . c I ! "'iU-·t 
a �  - ·-· 

Billings Area Office 
P . O .  Box 35800 
Billings , Kl' 59107-5800 

RE: SWC P1·oject #1373 
DEIS Charlie Creek - Belfield 

Dear Mr. Davies : 

Our review of the DEIS for Western Area Power Administration' s  proposed 345-kV 
Transmission Line project in western North Dakota ( DOE/EIS-0134-D) has been 
completed. We foresee no problems with the proposed construction from the 
information provided, with the requirement that the following general specifica­
tions shall be used in the waterway crossings to minimize the project impacts. 

1 .  I n  transversing the river valley with the power line, care must be 
taken to avoid -O·isturbing the banks of the waterway . If the banks are 
dis turbed, they shall be restored to their original condition by 
compacting soil and establishing protection. Bank protection for 
channel side slopes 6:1 and flatter is provided by establishing a 
vegetative cover. For channel side slopes between 3 : 1  and 5 : 1 ,  the 
bank should be seeded and covered with a woven matting material or an 
acceptable substitute. Permanent slope protection, such as rock 
riprap, should be provided on slopes steeper than 3 : 1 .  

2 .  There shall be n o  structures placed within the waterway o r  within 50 
feet of the s treem bank. Structures shall include emong other things , 
fence posts, utility poles, and support wire. 

B waterways , and that this project may have various impacts in other areas , and 
that continued cooperation with the various agenices involved in the review will 

minimize them. 

[I t  should be noted that this letter is concerned with the crossings involving 

Should you have any ques tions , please feel free to contact this office. 

Sincerely, yours, 

i}�;i: /It'&:� J�rf{(� ME&tem 
Water Resource Engineer JM:dm 

QCO East Boule..cird-Bisrrorck.l\b"thDJloto-53505 0187/224·27':.D 

G [Comment noted. 

A [Western will comply with the general specification contained in the comment. 

B [Comment noted. 
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r� 
us Depo-rmenr Ol �IClllOl'I 
f- Avlallon 
AdmlnlJtrallon 

JUL 14. 1988 

Hr. James D. Davfes 
Area Hanager, 8f l l f ngs Area Offfce 
Department of Energy 
2525 4th Avenue North, P.O. Box 35800 
8f l l f ngs, Hontana 59107-5800 

Dear Hr. Davfes: 

C.•t l•k" A ...... 
lllino•a. 1..-_. • ... di, ..... 
Monft9'1Dt•· "°"''" DMota. 
°""°·So"'" O.lll:ota. W11e.....it1 

: r·f Cl.�l FILE Cl!PT l 
2:JOO t .. 1 O...on l\"•"u• 

- .... _ . .......... �nr1 s·ae 

[Thank you for the opportunfty to revfew your Draft Envf ronmental Impact fl. Statement for the Western Area Power Admf nf stratfon ' s  proposed Charl f e  
Creek-8e l ff e l d  345-kf l ovol t Transmf ssfon L f n e  Project. Our revfew has 
been completed and ft has been determfned that the proposed transmf ssfon 
l f ne wf l l  have no adverse effect on any Federal Avfatfon Admf nf stratfon 
( FAA) facf l f tfes. 

Sf ncerely, 

A.1J� 
1 �� j��=l Admf nf strator, Great Lakes Regf on 
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· �1&1AL mt r..·: ·11 
DACOT AH CHAPTER JUL 22·aa 

.J u l y  19, 1988 
Mr. James W. Davi es9 Area Manager 

Western Area Power Ad• i n i st rat ion 
B i l l i ngs Area Office 

2525 4th Ave. N. 

PO Bo1< 35800 
B i l l i ngs, MT 59107 

Dear Mr. Davi es9 

SIERRA CLUB 

Enclosed are some comtftants on t h e  DEIS for the WAPA proposed 
Char l i e  Creek-Bel f i el d  Transmission L i ne  Project in western 
North D•kota. 

These comment s  are from the Dacotah Chapter of the S i erra C l ub. 
The chapter i nc l udes several groups in North Dakota. and you 
may be g et t i n g  comment •  frOM the i nd i vidual groups as we l l . 

S i ncerely., 

Dr. D•xter Perk ins 

Perkins 1 1 1 2 Cottonwood St Grand Forks ND 58201 

A [Comment noted. 
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Connents on Draft EnvirOl"llll•nt a l  Iapact Stat•ment Charl i e  Cr••k-Be l f i • l d  Tran ... i ssion Lin• DOE/EI S-01 3"-D 

by 

Dr. D•xt•r P•rkins 
for 

Th• Dacotah Chapter of t h e  Si •rra C l u b  

T h e  Charl i e  Cr••k Be l f i e l d  Trans•i••ion L i ne  D E I S  h a s  been 
rev i ewed by th• Ex•cut i v• C<>11a11 i t t •• of the Dacotah Chapt•r of 
the S i erra Cl ub. I t  is our concl us i on that the DEIS i s  
d e f i c i ent becaus• i t  fa i l s t o  d•al ad•quat • l y  w i th what we 
consider to b• th• most i mportant issu• in t h i a  matter 1 the 
i m pact o' the t ransmi ssion l i ne on th• visual •nvi ronment in and 
around the South Uni t  of Theodor• Roos•vel t  Nat ional Park. Th i s  
fa i l ure i s  due i n  part t o  i ncompl•t• a••••sment o f  the pro b l em, 
but even more so to a b i as which has l ed th• DEIS prepar•s to 
d i scount the i mpact s prior to ••king a c:ompreh•ns i v• ana l ys i s. [Throughout the DEIS it is cl ear that the •mphas i n  has been 

B p l aced on t h e  economics of th• project. Y•t, t h i •  statement i s  
suppos�d t o  b• an •envi ronmenta l •  i •p•ct statement, no t  •n 
Meconom i c •  i mp•ci: stat em•nt. 

By the r•ports own l anguag•, how•v•r, it is mad• c l ear that the 
� ! d i f ference in cost s between th• various a l t •rnat i ves i s  

neg l i g i bl e  1 1 0�> . I n  add i t i on, th• i mpact s that the proposed 
project wou l d  have on tourists and oth•r v i s i tors to Teddy 
Roosev e l t  Park and the surround ing port i ons of North Dakot a' s 
9rassl ands hav• a l l but be•n i gnor•d. I t  s•ems h i gh l y  l i ke l y  
that such economi c  impacts cou l d  b •  t h e  •o•t s i gn i f i cant. Yet 
in th• DEIS lse• t a b l •  I I-8, for •xa•pl•> th• vi sual impacts on 

Park and Grassland v i s i tors has b9•n l •ft out. Such o•i•sion �ccur t i m• and t i m• a g a i n  in t h• DEIS. [Gi ven the i mportanc• that touris• has on North Dakota' s economy, 
D and the ex pans ion i n  tourism that is p l ann•d, w• f i nd i t  

unacceptabl e that the agency •hou l d  chose th• one pot•nt i a l  
rou t e  that woul d  hav• Major impacts o n  North Dakota• s �st oft•n 
v i s i ted tourist at t ract i on. 

Spec i f i c  comments 1 f 1. The computer and photo simulat i ons of part IV of th• DE I S  E 
are bas i ca l l y  o f  no us• t o  t h •  r•vi 9Wers, and provide l i t t l • 
i n format i on as to th• true v i sua l i mpacts of the proj ect. 

Anyone who has been t o  the Paint•d Canyon Ov•rlook, for example, 
can t e l l  you that th• pr••�nt l y  vis i b l •  towers ar� much Mor• 
obvious than app•ars i n  th• • i mu l at ion•. Th• reason i s  that 

TABLE 11-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
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E 

fore i gn objects that i nt•rf•re w i t h  a •agn i f ic•nt v i st a  such as 

that prov ided at Paint9d Canyon have great i mpacts, wh i l • such 
obJ•cts i n  lv•ry poor l y )  r•produc9d photographs have l i t t l •. 

Th i s  whol• port ion of th• DEIS r•pr•••nts an •xercis• i n  
computer fut i l i t y. Th•r• i s  no way such • i •ulat i on• can m i m i c  
t h e  human •Y•• 

ln add i t i on, th• approach us•d in th• DEIS � to tak• three 
l ocat ions �nd cons i d er th• v i sual i•pact• on t h•• -- suggests 
that there ar• f•w p l ac•• that wou l d  be i •pacted in such a way. 
Th i s  is c l •a r l y  not th• ca••· Visual i•p•ct• N i l l  occur in many 
parts of Teddy Roosev• l t  Park, and in port i ons of th• L i t t l e  

�
M i ssouri Nat ional Grasaland• out s i d• of th• Park. 

f d i stanc• v i sual i mpacts N•r• being cons i d•red ••condary i ssues. 
[2. A l ong the ••m• l i nes, on pag• v i i  it is Mad• c l ear that l ong 

G 

Th i •  is c l earl y  not appropri at •  in as Much as th• d i stant v i eNs 
of the horizon are one o� th• ..,jor •p•ct acular feat ures of the 
area. 

3. Furthermor•, on th• same p•u•. •i t i gat i on measure• are 
d i scussed that woul d l ••••n th• iapact. W• chal l enge the 
con t ent i on that •••sur•• such as paint ing th• tow•r• a d i ff•rent 
color w i l l  hav• any major l ••••ning •ff.c:t. E i th•r th• towers 
are ther• or they ar• not. E i th•r N• hav• a c l •an natural sky 

l i n• or we don• t .  Th• t•r• ••i t i gat ion• is m i sused in t h i s  
cont ext, j ust a a  i t  i s  whan o i l  d•v•lop•r• off•r to paint thei r 
pumpers green. [4. On• a l ternat i v• that wou l d  hav• n.ar l y  z•ro v i sual impact 

has been l eft out o f  the DEIS l •xc•pt for casual ment ion> H a l tog•t her. What about rout i ng th• power l i n• a l ong H i ghway 85 

where a l i n• a l ready ex i st •  ? Th i •  •r•a has a l ready been 
d i s t urb•d, and an add i t i onal ••a l l  r i ght-of-way wou l d  have 
m i n i m a l  •ffect. Th i s  is a serious om i ssion and one that should 
cause t h e  DEIS t o  b• remand•d for furth•r cons iderat ion. 

J 

[5. On page l l -21 of th• DEIS, d•si gnat• v i ewpo i nt &  are 
i nd i cated as being • 1 0N avoidanc•. • Vet9 touris� is North 
Dakota• s 3rd l arg•st industry and such v i eNpo i nt s  are very 
i mport•nt to tourism. Th••• v i •Npo i nt s  sho u l d  b• desi gnat•d as 
•excl usion• areas. Th i •  d•si gruat i on, one• again, shows the b i as 
in the aut hors of th• DEIS. [6. A l ong th• ••m• l i nes, Nher• is an •c:onomi c  ana l ys i s  of the 
i m

.

pacts that choice o f  the agency pr•f•rred route Nould have on 

North Dakota• s tourist industry ? It seems abso l ut e l y  c l ear 
that the pref•rr•d .a l t •rna t i ve MOUid have negat i ve i mpacts on 

v i s i t ors to Teddy Roosev• l t  Park, y•t such iMpacts are brushed 

a s i d e  N i t h  • f•N sentences. For •xampl •, ••• page x i .  r7. The DEIS a l so fai l s  t o  not• that th• area under 

K cons i dera t i on i• th• number on• tourist at t ract i on in th• ent i re 
state. Thus impact• t h•re w i l l  •Or• s i g n i f i cant l y  affect North 

lThe visual Impacts to views from TRNP were assessed on the basis of close A communication with representatives of TRNP, extensive field studies, state-of-the­art computer generated simulations, and best available data on Impacts to tourism. [To determine an environmentally preferred route all routing alternatives were compared soley on an environmental basis. While an eastern route was 
B environmentally preferred, it was recognized that two of the routes were very similar in overall environmental ranking. Accordingly, it was considered important to evaluate other factors such as access, construction constraints, and costs In selecting an agency-prefered route. [!Considerable attention to visual Impacts to TRNP has been given In the DEIS: please refer to section Ill B, IV 8, table IV-1 , and figures 111·2, IV-2 through 1 1 .  C While the quality of the printed slmulatlons Is unfortunate, color simulations have been on display at TRNP, and are available for review at the North Dakota Office of Tourism Promotion and Westem's Billings Area Office through the review process. Visual Impacts are also fully treated In this FEIS. 

D [The proposed route, as described In chapter I of the FEIS Is a modification of E4-1 , which will avoid impacts to TRNP, and thus to tourism. f The computer slmulation analysis utilized New Perspective software. the most current simulation program developed by the Forest Service. This is the most E accurate means of estabfishing the scale and apparent size of transmission structures at distances beyond 1 mile. The photo simulations were reviewed by the TRNP to incorporate on-site experience at the park. We regret the poor 

�quality of the reproduced photographs In the DEIS, however, the use of 

E photosimulations is a recognized technique and was suggested by the Forest 
Service and Parle Service. The few points within TRNP were selected by park 
management. Visual impacts to the Utile Missouri National Grasslands are 
addressed in sections 111-B and IV-B. 

F [Views from TRNP were Included as primary siting issues (page viQ. 

G 

H 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that mitigation measures be 
analyzed to reduce Impacts. The mitigation measures Identified on page vii are 
those available to reduce visual impacts to TRNP. As acknowledged on page 
vii, these measures would reduce site specific Impacts to some degree, but 
would not effectively eliminate significant Impacts. Painting towers was not 
proposed because dull grey was considered an appropriate color for 
structures In the prairie landscape when viewed from distances beyond 3 
miles. 

There Is an existing slngle-woodpole 1 15 kV transmission line that directly 
parallels Highway 65 for approximately 3 miles south of the Charlie Creek 
Substation. Highway 65 Is indirectly paralleled by this line for an additional 1 .5 
miles. There are no other high voltage powertines along Highway 65 south to 
Belfield. The Highway 65 corridor was not selected as a corridor for the 
Charlie Creek to Belfield transmission line because 1) It would not be possible 
to directly parallel the road due to adjacent residential and commercial 
development, a school, church, and historic monument; 2) the towers would 
still be located In cultivated cropland; 3) local visual Impacts to both motorists 
and local residents would be greater than along other alternative routes; and , 
4) the highway is directed toward and through the town of Belfield, requiring a 
departure from the corridor In order to connect with alternative substations to 
the south. The purpose of establishing alternative routes Is to minimize 
environmental Impacts and to take advantage of existing utility corridors. The 
Highway 65 corridor did not offer any of these advantages for a 345 kV 

_
transmission line right-of-way. 

CViewpoints within TRNP were Identified as low and moderate avoidance on table 
11-4 due to distances of 3 to 6 miles from viewpoints to the alternative routes. 

[As discussed on page IV-9, the issue of impacts of the route on tourism is a 

J recognized Issue. There ls, however, no available data that supports or quantifies 
the assumption that route W1-R1 would result In a negative economic impact on 
the North Dakota tourist industiy. 

K [Potential impacts to tourism are recognized on page IV-19. 
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lDakot a• s touri st industry than th'"Y would if they occurrad K e l seNhere. Th• i Mpact s N i l l  not only b• on T•ddy Roosmvel t  
Park, but on th• •urround ing gr••• l •nd• •• Nel l .  

L 

8. In savera l p l ac•s in th• DEIS, •uch a• pag• v i  and x and i n  

Tab l e  I J -7, t h •  v i sual i•pacts ar• p l ay•d down i n  preference to 
the impact• on A g r i c u l t ur•. Y•t9 th• i•pAct• on Agr i c u l t ure 
Hou l d  be About t h e  •••• no ••tt•r W\at corridor w�s chosen, 
wh i l e t he env i ronm•nt• l  i•p•Ct• ar• •uch greater i f  th• western 
corri dor is chosen. In add i t i on, no ••tter Mh i ch corr i dor i s  
chosen, t h e  iMpact• on agricu l t ur• w i l l  b •  n•g l i g i bl e  - - perhaps 
•uch i MpActs sho u l d  be the one• d i •r•garded 1 Yet •uch i mpact s 
are c i t •d as dec i s i on rat i ona l •  i n  s•v•ral p l acm• , i n the DEIS. 

[9. On pag• I Y-38, th• Cu•u l at i vm i•pact• are con•i d•r•d• b u t  M absol u t e l y  no ••nt ion i •  •ad• of th• pot•nt i a l  for furth•r 
RMpAns i on of e l .-ct r i ca l  •y•t•••· Th i •  i •  • ••rious o• i s s i on, 
and t h•r• i •  p l •nty of l•gal pr•c•d•nt to •uggest that i n  
const i t ut•• • fatal or•i •• i on. 

[ I n  conc l u s i on, it i •  our op inion that the N l ack i ng and shou l d  b• r•don• and d i •t r i but•d 
prior to pr•parat i on of a f i na l  EJS. 

DEIS ia ser i ou s l y  
for further comment 
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l"Tl eod  R I N & H- JUL 25·ea . .  , 
- 1n ore ooseve t ature 1story A.ssoc1ahon 

July 2 2 ,  1988 

Jamee D. Davies, Area Manager 
Western Area Power Admin istration 
Attention: 82000 
PO Box 35800 
Billings, MT 59 107-5800 

Dear Hr. Davies: 

P.O. &x .,a, • Medo••. Nortl, Da�'l'�;;;,--'1. 
T ekpl'°"" (;.o� MJ·4466, Ext. '!1 1 

--.. -..-·;.-. 

-� :n:::;:r-·; 

[Hembera o! Theodore Roosevelt Nature and Niatory Aaaoc iation (Association) .A. have recently reviewed the Draft fnviroruoental Impac t Statement (DEIS) on 
the Cha r l ie Creek-Be lfield Trans•i••ion Line. Wa cont inue to be opposed to 
the route chosen by Western Area Power Administrat ion (WAPA) WI-RI , we 
prefer the route recommended by your anvironaental consultant , E4- 1 .  

[The extremely poor quality o f  the photo-stimulation• provided in the DEIS 

E3 do not adequately show the visual impacts that will occur. Color photo­
s imulationa provided earlier to the adminiatrat ion of Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park, and which this Aaaoc iation ' a  board •ember• reviewed, are 
much more reflective of the true impact. 

c 

D 

This association is opposed to your agency preferred route for a number of 
reasons : 

I .  It is our concern that if this line i• built in your agency preferred 
corridor, that this same route will beco•• the preferred route for future 
developmen t .  The obvious conclusion ia that we will not only be looking 
at the WAPA trans•iaaion line in th• future , but several other transmission 
l ines as well which will add to the viaual impacts from the three key 
observation point• in Theodore Roosevelt Nat ional Park ( i . e - Painted 
Canyon , Buck Hill, and the horseback rid ing trail along the eastern 
boundary) .  

2 - The DEIS on page 111- 1 0  indicates that 10 ailea of this 38 mile line 
will be visible from three key observation points at Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park. This is totally unacceptable . Historica lly , Theodore 
Rooseve l t  National Park has been an embattled nat ional park with energy 
development occurring on all aidea of ita boundaries . The beauty of 
this unique prairie eco-ayatem ia being gradually eroded awny and 
encroached upon by this development. Many visitors , North Dakotan&, and 
part icularly aembera of thia Associat ion which numbers 400 plus , value 

L 

Land use and agricultural impacts are direct and potentially the most serious 
types of Impacts that are caused by a transmission line project These are 
also impacts that can often be mitigated through facility siting and design. 
Visual impacts are also a significant Issue with regard to a transmission line, 
and very difficult to mitigate_ This Is reflected on table 11-7, where, on a 
qualitative scale of most to least, land use and agriculture was rated the most 
Important resource consideration, and visual resources a close second_ It 
should also be noted that the Interpretation of the impact data is also 
presented on table 11-7, and that the environmentally preferred route, E4-1 , was 
selected, because this route minimizes visual impacts_ Route W1-1 minimized 
agricultural impacts_ Because of the similarity in overall impact, and the 
difference in line miles between these routes, economics came into the 
decision process, and W1·1 was selected_ As indicated in chapter I of the 
FEIS, further comparative studies have been performed, and the proposed 
route Is now a modified version of E4-1 . [Western has no plans for expansion of the electrical transmission system 
resulting from the proposed project. As stated in the DEIS, H a need arises In 

M the future, the Belfield Substation would provide a logical point from which the 
345-kV system could be extended Into eastern Montana or northwestern South 
Dakota. [The DEIS represents a credible analysis of alternative routes and an assessment 

N of the appropriate Issues. The FEIS provides a llnal comparison and proposed 
route, which was Identified u the environmentally preferred route In the DEIS. 

.A. [t.s discussed In chapter I, Western has made a final comparison of alternative 
routes, and currently proposes a eastern route which will avoid Impacts to TRNP . 

B [Western regrets the poor quality of the photoslmulatlons In the DEIS-

[Western has no plans for expansion of the electrical transmission system 
resulting from the proposed project. As stated In the DEIS, ii a need arises in C the future, the Belfield Substation would provide a logical point from which the 
345-kV system could be extended into eastern Montana or northwestern South 
Dakota . .  

D 
11-4 due to distances of 3 to 8 miles from viewpoints to the alternative routes. 
[Viewpoints within TRNP were identified as low and moderate avoidance on table 

Western recognizes the NPS's position regarding "zero Impact" to TRNP. As 
indicated in chapter I, the sensitivity of the views from TRNP were a factor in our 
final decision. 
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James n. Davies . Area Manager 
July 22 , 1988 
Page 2 

Theodore Roosevelt National Park for its natural and historical resources , 
as well as its unobstructed and beaut iful views . We disagree s trongly 
with the criteria u�ed for low avoidance selection, Table 11-4 , page 11-
J l .  We believe this table misrepresents the extent of visual impacts of 
the proposed line from key observation points in TRNP. �e bel ieve that 
unobs tructed scenic v leva are an important reason that people v i s i t  our 
Nntional parka. Nat ional park managemen t  policies dated Morch 1 988 
state that scenic views are to be protected. 

E [ WAPA ' a  rro�osed choice of corridor will �learly take away fro" the most 
beaut iful and scenic views in western North Dakota. One that many of us 
cherish. 

F ['" llAPA ' s choice of construction for this line in its agency preferred 
corridor._ appears solely mo tivated on an economic basis rather than for 
any concern of environmen tal issues . You have clearly ignored the 
envi ronmentally preferred route of your consultants. I t  goes without 
saying that the future of our environme n t .  and keeping lt intact and 
viable for future gene rations, will cost the cit izens of this country 
addi t ional dollars. Economics should not win out over the environment .  

G 

H 

4 .  Hany Asaoc l.;Jt ion members are frequent -visitors to Theodore Roosevelt 
Nnt lonal Park and the surround ing n� t l onal grasslands. Over the yenrs 
we h�ve seen many favorite areas spoiled by energy developmen t .  I t  l s  
disheartening to read this document and realize that visual resources o f  
the Lit tle Missouri Nat-ional Grasslands were not addressed in the tables 
or t ex t .  These are scenic and recreational resources t o  us as wel l .  
The United States Forest Service admi t s ,  i n  their management policies, 
t hat a major use/resource of the Grasslands is recreation. The DEIS 
does not address this even though the agency pref erred line crosses six 
miles of National Grassland s .  

Theodore Rooacvclt ' o _ Coi:maentr in o n e  of h i s  Ppeeches nbout a p�rticul�r 
nat ional park could well apply to Theodore Roosevel t National Park. He 
states , "I hope you will not have a building of any kind, not a summer 
cott�ge, a hot e l ,  or anything else. to mar the wonderful grandeur .  the 
sublimity, the great loneliness and beauty of the canyon. Leave it as i t  
ls. You cannot impiove o n  i t .  The ages have been a t  work o n  it . a n d  man 

�an only mar it. Wha t you can do is to keep i t  for your children, your 
chlldren ! a children. and for all vho come after you, as one of the great 
sights which every American if he can t ravel at all should see. We have 
gotten past the stage, my fellow citizens, when we are to be pardoned if we 
treat any part of our country aa something to be akinned for two or three 
years for the use of the present genera tion, whether it is the fore s t ,  the 
water, the scenery. Whatever i t  is, handle it ao that your children ' s 
children will get the benefit of i t ." 

r We trust that all federal agencies involved in this proj ect will work 
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James D .  Davies , Area Manager 
July 22 , 1988 
Page J ltogether to follow the letter of the federal environmental laws and protect 

the natural and scenic resources of our federal lands. as set out in their 

management policies. 

Thank you for giving this Association the opportunity to review and comment 

on this Draft Environmental Impact Sta tement. 

Sincerely, 

·�;#'�%� 
Tim McLaughlin, President 

Theodore Roosevelt Nature and History Associa tion 

x: Governor Sinner 
Supt. of Theodore Roosevelt National 

U . S .  Senator Quentin Burdick 

U . S .  Senator Kent Conrad 

U . S .  Representa t ive Byron Dorgan 

Park 

E [Please refer to our response to comment A of your letter. 

F (!1ease refer to our response to comment A of your letter 

[Please refer to chapters Ill and IV, sections A and B of the DEIS for discussions 
G regarding the visual and recreation resources of the Little Missouri National 

Grasslands (NG), as well as, responses to letter no. 21 . Table 11-8 of the DEIS 
Indicates that 5.5 miles of route WM R cross federal lands (Little Missouri NG). 

H [Comment noted. 

[Comment noted. 
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TABLE 1 1-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 1 4  

A 

West Plains Electric r ... 'f·m'"" .'h""'i'""""1 
P 0 BOX lOJB PHOt.iE 701 -7.25 5 1 1 1  

DICKINSOll. UOATH DA KOT A 58602- 1038 

Area Manager 
Western Area Power Admin i s t ra t ion 
At tent ion 82000 
P . O .  Box 35800 
B i l l ings ,  MT 59 107-5800 

Dear Hr . Dav ies : 

July 26 , 1988 

I am w r i t ing on beha l f  o f  the Board of D irectors of West P l a i ns E l e c t r i c  
Cooperat i v e ,  Inc . o f  D ickinson , North Dako t a .  West P l a i n s  serves 3 , 258 members 
at 5 ,4 6 7  m e t er ing po i n t s  in S t ar k ,  B i l l ing s ,  and Dunn Coun t i e s .  Our concern 
regard ing the Dra f t  Envi ronme n t a l  Impact Sta tement ( D E I S )  for the Char l i e  Creek­
Be l f i e l d  transm i ss ion l i ne pro j e c t  are based on d i scuss ions w i t h  concerned members 
l iv ing in the various areas considered for th i s  l in e .  One of tl1e membe rsh ip 
approved goa l s  are "Lowest cost power cons istent w i th good service . "  

A t  the ou t s e t  I commend you for t h e  thoroughness o f  the repo r t . The pub l ic 
was encouraged to become involved since November 1 986 , th rough a s e r i e s  of scoping 
mee t ings and a l ternative corridor workshops in 1987 and pub l ic hearings a t  t h i s  
t ime . 

We s t  Pla ins primary interest is having the l in e  con s tructed. The l ine is necessary 
t o  not only serve our members loads but t o  provide back up to our system loads 
served by the Char l ie Creek sub s t a t ion and those loads a l ong the south l ine 
from Medora to Richard ton . 

Al though the l ine rout ing is secondary to i t s  purpose we as rate payers appreciate 
the WAPA select ing the most cost e f fect ive route a s  the agency pre ferre d .  I n  
th i s  day and age when mo s t  federal agenc ies a r e  accused o f  a l a c k  o f  concern 
for cos t s  you have demons t rated a respon s i b l e  concern. 

We apprec iate your e f forts t o  route the l ine in a way that w i l l  mi n im i ze impac t s  
o n  croplands . Maneuvering farm equ ipment around power l ines and con trol l ing 
the weeds w i th in the area, coupled with the loss of t ime and value of crops 
can have a considerable f i nanc ial impact . 

We a l s o  consnend you for your concern for the visual impact on the Theodore 
Roosevel t Nat i onal Park. Th i s , North Dakota ' s  only Nat ional Park, is very 
important to the members of We s t  P l a i n s .  Remov ing the v i su a l  in1pact from 
Painted Canyon was very import an t .  The v i ew f rom Buck H i l l  spanning a d i s tance 
o f  'l� miles to the paver l ine is rather insign i f icant cons i d e r i ng the fact that 
not all tourists to the Park drive the loop and o f  those that do , many w i l l  not 
dr ive up Buck H i l l  and wa l k  t o  its summ i t .  The view from the horseback r i d ing 
t ra i l  pos s i b ly bears the least importance due to the privacy o f  access from 
the r i d ing c lub area . 

TABLE 11-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 1 4  

Page 2 

La s t l y  the $ 1  m i l l ion dol lars saved by bu i l d ing the l ine along the agency pre ferred 

route is very cons istent w i th West Plains goals of serving our con sume rs w i th 

A I tJ:le "Lowest cost power consistent w i th good serv i c e . "  

T h e  importance o f  m i l l ion d o l l a r  dec i s i ons should n o t  be d i smissed because o f  

unsub s tant iated concern f o r  unmeasurable economic impacts o f  the l i ne o n  tour i sm .  

Conversely , t h e  m i l l ion dol l ars should not b e  made l e s s  important because the 

impact w i l l  be spread over a mu l t i-state rate base . Such rat iona l e  would enable 

any federal agency to just i fy any expense . Th is k ind of dec i s ion making is 

in no ones bes t intere s t . 

Sincerely , 

.� 
President 

A [Thank you for your interest, your comments are noted. 
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Forear: 

� 
UniteJ State• 
De par tcien t of 
A;;dcu l t u re 

Service 
tlcJ ... -•• 
:13nger 
Dis tric t 

l:Uu te 6 Dux l ) l :S  
.uick i11son UD 
5&601 

s 

A 

James D. Davies 
Deap�rc�cnt of fncr�y 
�� • t ern Area Power Admi n i a t r a t ioa 
P . O. Box 35800 
B i l l in::s , !IT 59107-5800 

Dear Hr . Daviea: 

l:ep l y  to: 

Date: 

2120 <1At fl!E r,e; i ;  
2 8  1 91!& J u l y  

Ji 29'88 
· mwr  

--�;..- 1.:,-
· 2 �r , --... ttliL ;:,-

, ___ -:·-· "J - . �- �'/. �;t!7zl }bi __ !2fi2 £� ..... «. !)!t!. 17/ ::-; l>--1c�- -' - -··- ' - r::-- I 
Our o ! f ice ha• rece i ved and revic�cd the Dra f t  Environmental Impact !it:ater.en t  ( D!IS) f o r  ��,r�rn �r�a P<'""" � Act•; "ia t ra t ion 1 1 rroro1ed Cha r l ie Creek -
!e If ie Id t ranami11a ion 1 ine . I h11vp •<'•e •er ious cnncerna t ha t  this ducui.:cc t does no t :  

l .  

2 .  

J .  

Adequately add re aa a l l  of the p e r t i ne n t  r�aourc� concerns. 

Cive suffic ient weight to viaual impac t • ,  espec ia l ly from key 
ob1ervation poinca (ICC.'P ' • )  wit hin Theodore B.oo1t?ve l c  National P•rk 
(Tl:lll' ) .  

Reaoonab l y  support the ""lec t ion o f  the refined agency preferred 
ruute ( V l - 1  R) •• the proposed ac t ion. 

� .  Sufficicntlr explore a l l  reasonab le a l terna t ives . 

Spec i f i c  conr:ent' acldress int: e_.cb gf the1e concerns follow: 

�rD_�l - Ade�y��:U:J��Pi_ pf_�ll.J!l:Ii!llr�Dkl"r�: 

D i1cussion of �x ist in� uaps and po11ible i•P•c t a  to recreation and ran�e 
resources on the Lit t le Mi1•ouri Ha tion• l Cras a lonJ11 ( UtrlC) is extrcllle l y  
l i mi tt·d unJer thr.: : .. f ft"cted Enviconwent a e c t ion and non-1:::. i s t e n t  under 
Er..vironi:i.Clllal C"n:oc"luenccu. the •urcn,n r  of i r r i�;: Ut·tf c-rnp L -u�.t r1�u1nv.-rl f ron 
produc t i"n or ..affec t�J by Lhe propos al ar.J c(.onsic.lc:re.J .a l te r n.a t i ve:1 i s  

e111ohasi zed t hrou�b�u t thu repo r t .  The amou11t u £  ;.;ra: im; I.and so a f fcc tc.::I and 
possib l e  impacts to u:u•r• and t heir u l lotgent numa;;eftlen t  p l m1d on t h� LttrJC i:1 
11uuhere c! iccusaed ur preat:ntcd in 'tab lei II-4 or 11-8. 

B recrer.t ion uses on t he U!?!C 1: i ther iu te rma of viaual iu1pac t s  or accc� ... . 
[Lil:evise , there ia no d i:scus1ion or tabulation of e f f�C t ll  C'n the var i ou:t 

In �cn�ral ,, the re&Ol•rccs ic.lenc j f ieJ and d iscussed under Land Uses are u !  � 
V\!ry li.1:it�J scupe :ind con! inec! to a;rJ.cu.l tura J , rcs idt- n t i a l , .oJmt CO•'•''•• i: i..:tl 
dcvclci:�nc s .  I \!Ou l d  sui:,;:.es l ineludin:: a d i!.r;n"'111 i 4:"n 4:" r  Tl'"�t- �nd r"?cre J t icn 
resou r c e s  under Lhiu head i11::. aud data i nc lus it'n i::i T::� lc� !!-4 and 11-!. 

fS·8200·2811·Ul 
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c 

the re arc a l ao some J e f ic iencica of J i1eu1aion and conc lus ions resardin:;. 
c u l tural resources .  l!y 5/31 /88 letter to you "hich revi�1ocd the p r e l iminury 
.- r c h-:-i:i- 1n:i c .- 1  ""rvt"y n•por t  l i e ted •everal concerns. In .oadd i L iC'n lo tht.!1c 

e o r l i er coc:rnen t 5 ,  I nnve t h.- fot lovine r.onct" rot' Crr•:• . ..  ·rvif"'Yin� r hr. DEIS: 

J .  

i .  

Diacuss ion uf cu] tur�l reaource• i 1  l i � i rt"d t o  t he 8gPncy rr e !P rrt"d 
� l t e r n a t i v e .  There ia no d a t a  for co�pari1on u! a l te rno t i ve ruot�! 
e nc.I therefore no 1upport for a e l e c t ion of the ��ency p t c ! � r r �d 
o l tt"rna t i ve fr�m t he peropectivc of c u l c�r� l resuurccs. 

·J'he llt:JS iat 111i 1 le1din� cunc�rnin; 11urvt:yeU ruu le:.s . It ai hou l<l be 
11:aJe c lc:al" Lh�t unl)" the �bcucy prcfcr retf rou t e  u1u• su rveyed for 
c u l tur•l reaourcea. 

l .  A •urvey wid Lb or JO ' !or ri;:.ht-c !-w;iy c le:irance for DCC\:5'! c..:- :11J � i =  
not .:t'J ec;,u :J t e  for the l-"t:!C .  :.r.."J c u l  tur.r.l re'"C''!.n·ce .r.on.3.�CL")! rrl t � :.Y.. 
and en-:� • ; ""'"" rroc ed ur"" L'IUS t  meet th� Cu�rrr ?!a.r j C'r .- 1  Forlf'!'i[ 
rcquircu:en l G  and fl. t nnd ,. nt 1 .  

4 .  Prel iminary re searc h app�ara inauf C i c i e n t  i n  c e r t a i n  respe c l s :  The 
gode l  docs no t seem adequate !or the area i it doe1 n"t �opear thit1t 
h i 1 to r i c a l  docucu� nts re l ut i ve to t l•e L.�r.C vcre e::t:iouined ; tl•e r.:view 
of arcbeolo.-: ica l 1 i te 1  fouud i1 •ke Lchy anc.1 c.l ocs t1llt r J ace t h'! 1 i t�• 
in �n overa i l contex t ;  thr.re ia no i nd i c .tt t i on n f  thf! 1uu· f;ir,. 
v i a i bi l i t y  for areas where i ao l � tcd f i nd s ( lf ' r: )  uPrP locn t,·cl . 

Concern 12 � l11,11µJJj�jep�- µ�j��i- �iYeo_JJL!j1..11�l-l•D��� [lhrou#'".hou t t he DEIS , rite via:u�l i111pac t1 of tbe prupos 11 l  aro oubs tanti a l l �· 

D duunpl.:}·ed . Yet durinf; the entire: 1copin" pro·ce s :r ,  tbia u.a.11 a key concern u f  
ti1e :;c.;ice and Fedcrc.l &overru::ent a;enc ie:. invu lvcd . l t  is noticeably l.lck in� 
i n  t he "1cscr i p t ioo of l:ind uae conccro1 cxprc1aed b}" i n t t i·co tc.d .:i;;cnciet. ( a:i.ont; 
'' thPr'"'-) i p  thP DtlS nn r- v i ,, 2 .  pAr�. I •nd I=' •  lV- 1 , J .  p a r a .  1 .  [V i 111l•Pl i l":•<•C' l' S  ri!' l A t i ve to various rc:c rC"11 r l nrt n�r11; i n  f'hr 1J.mG :11 rP not 

E tl 1 •1("n•Hl: ... t "'"" ,,.rp ""' !lllhnUI' t\lt T"'h lf" 11-'I ,, r- 11-3 1 .  Vi.,ual i��ac t ,  frnt� 
vieupcinLa a lon;. 1-�1: sn�J I,!:; !� 11re a l •o nt'C �rn ... ,. '" rh .. '!�1:- 1 -e .  rl s e r i ous l y  ques tion the rat in� o f  Jow avoid•"�,. e i vPn t o  d P111 i gna ted veiwpointa 
from 7kHP in Table 11-4. �iven the abeer number of v i a i tora to the Park 

F ( )Cil),UUO per year accordinir. to TRNl' a ta t io t i c a )  w i tb t he added weii,-:ht of pub l ic 
ag.ency concern re;tard i n� this i • •ue , I vould have e:apected these �CF ' a  to rat e 
hi::h .;iv"iJanc e .  r.rt icu l a r ly in l i 2.ht of the !ac t that res i d «: n t i n l  fure:z.round 
i1r1pac t a  vhich affec t only 32 pr ivate re1 idence1 "'"ith open v i ews ( p .  :t. i 1 J. : . 
and P• l l-4 5 ,  T;ab le 11-8) rated hi1;h avoidance. 

FS-1200·21(7-12) 

A 

B 

During scoping for the EIS, the level of concern expressed by resource 
experts, landowners and others was greatest for cultivated cropland and visual 
effects. No concern was expressed for impacts to grazing allotments or 
recreation on the Little Missouri National Grasslands (LMNG), rather, 
grasslands were Identified as an opportunity for the project. The Forest 
Service further indicated that the LMNG should not be considered any more 
sensitive or important than private grassland. For these reasons, grasslands 
were not key resource Issues on tables 11-4 or 11-8. The proposed route (see 
chapter I of the FEIS) crosses approximately 21 miles of grassland, including 
one mile of LMNG. The base area of the steel lattice structure occupies 
approximately 0.17 acre per mile of line (see table IV-4, DEIS). Under the 
assumption that grazing will not occur under the lattice structure, a total of 
approximately 3.6 acres of grazing land would be taken out of production 
along the entire currently proposed eastern route, while approximately .2 acres 
would be removed from grazing In LMNG. If cattle do choose to graze under 
the structures, the loss of grassland Is negligible. Aside from the potential for 
undesirable weeds to develop at structure sites, the proposed route should 
have a negligible impact on any grazing land, and associated livestock 
operators and their allotment management plans. The following mitigation 
measures listed on table 11-5 of the DEIS will minimize weed control problems: 

4. In construction areas where recontouring Is not required, the original contour 
will be maintained by matting down vegetation cover. This will prevent 
excessive root damage and allow for resprouting. 

5. In construction areas where recontouring Is required, revegetation, and/or 
reseeding will be perfonned after the final grade has been established and as 
required. 

Forest Service data indicates that recreation use on LMNG Is dispersed and is 
generally In the fonn of deer, turkey, pheasant and grouse hunting in the fall. 
The typical recreation use period extends from May through November. Spring 
and summer recreation tends to be associated with rock hunting, nature walks 
and photography. 

The Forest Service estimates that over a typical recreation season, recreation use 
amounts to approximately 1/2. (.57) person-at-one-time (PAOT) per acre (or 1 
person every 2 days), (personal communication with Davis and Turner, U.S. Forest 
Seivice). 

The portion of LMNG crossed by the eastern route is south of the existing Basin 
Electric 345 kV transmission line and Highway 2. This is the northern hall of 
section 35 east of the Charlie Creek substation. There are less than 300 acres 
of LMNG in section 35 south of the existing line. The visual quality of this 
portion· of LMNG has been significantly modified by the presence of the existing 
line. The area south of the existing Basin Electric line would receive 
approximately 170 PAOT during the recreation season. The presence of the 
proposed route would not result in significant recreation impacts to the LMNG 
due to the small amount of land crossed, the isolated location and current 
existing conditions. 

1 .  As with all resources, each of the 41 route links was lndivldually assessed 
for cultural resource sensitivity. This data was then used to evaluate each 
alternative route during the conldor selection process. Cultural resource 
sensitivity Information concerning the Environmentally Preferred Route, 
Agency-Preferred Route and Relined Agency-Preferred Route are listed In 
the DEIS on pp. 111-15 and 111-16. Tables Including sensitivity Information 
for all links and alternative routes are very ,lengthy and were not Included 
In the published document. 

c 
2. The phrase "of the Agency-Preferred Route" can be added to page F-2, 

paragraph 4, sentence 1 ,  to clarify this Information • 

3. The Intensive cultural resources survey of the Agency-Preferred Route was 
conducted October 15-23, 1987. Nearly two months later, on December 9, 
1 987, Goodson & Associates, Inc. received a letter from Mr. David A. 
Filius, Forest Supervisor of the Custer National Forest, detailing the !J.!!Y! 
Forest Plan Including survey requirements of a minimum of a 150 foot-wide 
conldor for linear projects. Therefore, the cultural resources survey � In 
compliance with existing Custer National Forests requirements and 
standards. 

4. a) A "model" was not required for this project. The Western statement of · 
work (SOW). Section 4.5.1 2. required "a predictive statement 
concerning the number and slgniRcance of sites likely to be located In 
the study area," and stated that "A comprehensive statlstlcally 
defensible model Is not being sollclted for this SOW.• 

b) A detailed historic overview of the study area, 13  pages long, slngle­
spaced, Is Included In the cultural resources report. It contains 
Information on the history of the Little Missouri National Grasslands and 
a complete llst of References Cited. Due to space limltatlons, this 
entire overview was not Included In the DEIS. 

c) Detailed analysis and evaluation (in tenns of the overall cultural resource 
context data base) of sites located during the survey are Included In 
the cultural resources report. 

d) North Dakota State Cultural Resource Survey (NDCRS) Forms do not 
require Information concerning the surface vlsibllity of Isolated Find 

.. Locations. 

D [Please refer to the DEIS, chapters Ill and IV, part B for a discussion of visual 
resource Issues and impacts. [As described In response to convnent B, the portion of the LMNG crossed by 

E the proposed eastern route has been modified by the existing Basin Electric 
345-kV line, resulting In minima! additional vlsual Impact. 

F 

'The rating of low and moderate avoidance associated with views from TRNP are 
based on distance. A moderate level of avoidance Is assigned to the Talkington 
Trail which Is approximately 3 miles from the western route. This distance 
represents a moderated-to-low level of visual threshold based on field obseivation 
and previous studies (Dames & Moore 1986, Jones & Jones, 1 975). Low levels 
of avoidance were assigned to views from the Painted Canyon overlook and 
Bucks Point, where the western route is 6 to 8 miles from the viewpoints. A 
transmission line from these distances is detectable, but will not attract attention. 
The modified western route would be screened from Painted Canyon overlook 
due to topographic screening. 
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lfor tbc ume reasons I que s t i o n  the a 8 D e s s me n t  t h a L  v i s u a l  in.p ac t s  fror.> the lThe sensitivity of the views from TRNP are recognized as highly sensitive, and it proposal "n TRNP f.OP ' s  u i l l  b e  lov aa a t a tcd '"' p .  IV-G , 2 .  para. 6 ., .. J V ·  F is primarily due to ·the distances involved that low and mo�erate leyels of impa�t F lV- 7 , b . ( J ) .  This • • • e o • tne n t  of lov avoidance and luv ;,,pac L .:u. l .il.1l� Ku� · .  have been assigned. These Impact ratings are also consistent with the cntena 
a h "  c o:: � � i c t• w i t "  • . '.�: d e �� r i p t io� o f

_
vi1ua � • e ns i t i v '. t y on

_
P ·  1 1 1-8 , c .  which established by the Forest Service for vi�ual quality objectives of partial !etention 

G 

H 

J 

o t a t c • . h"v• from _c. u v 1 c h 1 n  Tr..1r , inc lud m>< Lin: Pa rn L.:u "•uyuu Ovcc luuk , within foreground and middleground views from TRNP out to 5 miles and 
Huck lh l l ,  an� Lhe iu:r�eback . . �d �n� t r a i l s  a long thP. U & t ern .. d::e of t hP P " rk modification for views beyond 5 miles. 
CJPr'! � 1 1tJ S A � t:;ned l• l .b, n  'en!l 1 t 1 v 1 r}' leve l s . "  

'! tu� f' P  i r  n n  t 11b11 1 :. t ion n r  V i l'l\l tt l  ; �,•ttC L •  1lf' .i. L l1 i u  L h l!  W:!a·i� U L  i .:vu1 v i t\ofpo i n t t.  u i t h i n  TR.HP in Tab le 11-8 , p .  1 1-45 compa rini; i1np.;ac t a  o f  a l t � rna tivc rou t�s . Cnce .::i:::,oi i n ,  the main empha.aia on v.i•u•l i1apac L • i:mi f1 01n a rt:b .iJt:n t i " l  v i"?wpo i n t .  Th i a  b i aa i 1  r-= i n forced o n  p .  1 1 -44 , S . c . p.1i1.c a .  J i u  a 11ot:: 1• l t:uct: ( nil"'P1l i n:;. "Or"'I� fu r t hPr "?'•f i t i n;.:) �hicb inten<l lll Lu S. Ltl l -:  L lu:1. t v j t111 ti l  im"•tn:: L .  concerns s howed " a s t ront.t rrefcn:nce ! u r  E4-l , �.!j. J y .  U����!!�-!!�. ��'!''?C .u:tiil.r1•�s:�.l'j.i11. l'PS'I•. yj.�1"�. >"j.�l•j 11. !li•I'. poj.JI'. vJ . . L!•o: l iue" ( emph .. i• aJded l • V i su11 I i 111r<"c t s \• i t li i n  l.!-l�G , •s seen froD! TP..t!!> , '"r f ro1t 1-94 or 1:$ f!5 1·1P Tf"' nnt even r.•�n t h•ned i n  t h i t1  c o n t�x t .  

[Visual impacts to residences within one mile of the proposed project with open, G unrestricted views will be most significant due to the high level of dominance from 
the proposed facility. (Dames & Moore 1986, Jones & Jones 1975). 

'inc 1ni. c j :;. o t � vu ll1c'.aa.u11:'t' t.lt." a..c 1 ibed in Tab l e  lI-5 , p. 11-11 1 i nr l udp t h p  rirov u 1 1 nn t h a t  "Th� l ine w i l l  be routed to avoid aens i t ive fearurp � .  Th i s  wou l d  � l iminbte o r  reducp v i su a ]  en i1hyaic11l  cun [ I  i t· L w i l  1 1 ft.·a Lu 1 t: "" • "  l i  L ht:rH: 111 L 11 l emt."11L111 W.:: l t."  L.rut: , rou te £4-1 wuuhl have b-.:c:n Lht: 11 t: l i:- c L .-d 1t T l  ... [nt11 t i. v t: .  H lhwy aru no t r rue of t he ca.ency pref�rccJ cuu t� in 1 u l � t i uu Lo KOP ' s  £roan 

As explained on page 11-37 of the DEIS, Western has developed a mitigation plan which Is presented on table 11·5. The plan Includes "generic" mitigation, which Western has committed to undertake on 11 non-specific basis as a part of constructing, operating and maintaining the project. In addition, several "selective" mitigation measures have been developed, to which Western has committed on a case-by-case basis where possible, to reduce Impacts of the proposed route. Western made attempts to do so along the route (W1-R1) proposed In the DEIS (see chapter I of the FEIS). Some of the Impacts Q.e Painted Canyon viewpoint) In TRNP were avoided, however, others were not. The proposed route has been changed to confonn with the environmentally preferred route (E4), as discussed In chapter I. 

wilhin TR.l!P . 

These t.0 c n t e1uen ti. ,1,:,l.H1 c tm L H•cl i r- t  c .a r l i eo r  f i nd i nr.a on p. v .1 1 1  2 .  para . 8 ,  Lo ...-i L :  11Tltr t1 e mi t i2.o t ion me&succa woult.: J. t:J ucc � i tc:-spt:c i f ic visu a l  in1p .1 C L ='  tu �vi.:n.: J\!�rec , I.t u t  wou J J  not c [ fr c t i vc ly rttJ1.h .. c j u i t i fl l  i1np.ac t s  to lowt: r l evt!' l �  ( t:" . g . , l l i _g, h  a ru�·�c t- "''-"'d'I f1nl i.> '.!  rf:."<I Ut'••tt t o  r··r�I P r -" t � ) . "  U n l � r. ¥  . 1:t: u.i.J '1' 1.: E Y  c n r p f11 l l y  w i r h .-r.'!•hJ1"" i :- o o  t l•e wo 1·J "iai11 itnu1oi11 1 C h e  11t:xt 3�lltt-ncc aJ..>p e a rs l o  d r aw .:a.n i l lo�ical and mitii l t::uJ i ng conc l ui ion: .. ln l!' s s c :i. .t. .i ng Lht: visu a l  i i.:1; .... c l �  e f  the proposed pn> it:"t.: t 1  i l  w� ,.. ·•�r�• ·• i nt<I th.a t rltt: l11.i.1 1 j L"1U� i11:pac t s  incvr re<I would De low , 11- i nc� Liit- l int" uoo l d  a lways have some v i su a l  rr�:.t:nct:" ( �u.,h.:i, is <Jtf\lt:d ) .  �hat s houlJ lo;i c a l l y  fo l l ow , hut Jo�tt uo c ,  is a J i scussiou u f  tl:t: ��.l .:rn t i c ipa tt:J i1:1p.:1c l111 1 :6Ume 0£ wh ich w i l l  uuOuub L..:ci l y  bt: 11.i;;h -"'!> it. !> t t'l teJ on p. x ,  I. p a r a .  S anJ t: lr.. cwhiece t1i t h i11 Liu:: Lt:J!O r t .  ["l"be v i s u .:i l  q u .:i l i t y  o � .i ec t ivea and v i a u a l  a.anuc.eme n t  p o l i c i e s  developed for the L::t:G , � J L· t ic u l 01 r l y  "'� lu "1C t i \.0i tie1 v ie..-eJ f r c.'u.. Tn;.n.1 , c �nnor t-e L r n n s r l· H• c-ii l {• Tr.Nr a . .:::n.;J.,;eir:e n t  obj ec tives tr1· cona id� r a t ions .;J.!i is inferred in tht' d i s c u s s io1• on p. 1 1 1- 7 .  The respec t i v..: :1 l.:nd nrJ s and oU jec t ivcs o f  thes(" tuc a�cuc i•·� .s hould b� cl i ecu1' 3t."cf i aulcpc1u.l e 11 t l y  viLhin the c u n tex t o f  thl!' i r  j u .- i sd i c l i on:11 l' r r t.t p •·,· L 1 Y l: .S .  

[As a ;.eneritl COLl:!ten t ,  l rc.'unJ lh08(' ;:-or t i c-ns o f  Ll 1e !'.:!;.!� t' •· :t l i 11: wi r h  Y i�\1 � 1  resourccG tQ b e  r ,. r t i r11 l n l" l �· �,,., f n • i n� ,  incen·�� l e t(!' u z  c cn t cJJ ic t..Jr}'• Th� d i. 111c u :1 s ion i s  :;o s c .:J t t crcJ Ll•l(·u�Luu t the rt:vci r t  "s to &11.ilke D c l e a r  .lntl C011ti i i' t e 1 1 t.  a a a e s s cc n t  e!>Ft:c i ,, l ] y d i f f i c u l t .  
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The discussion In the DEIS summary (p. vii, 2. para�) acknowledges that visual Impacts are very difficult to reduce or mitigate, short of re-routing, and 
also recognizes that some level (minimum) of visual Impact wlll occur, regardless of where the line Is located. 

[Western recognizes the differing management objectives associated with the 
LMNG and TRNP, however, the Visual Analysis Report for the Government Creek 
Planning Area (Moore, 1984) Identifies viewpoints within TRNP which are the basis 
for a partial retention visual quality objective (VQO) on the LMNG . 

[Visual resources are addressed in the summary, Alternative Corridor Comparison 
(chapter II), Affected Environment (chapter Ill) and Environmental Consequences 
(chapter IV) along with other environmental resources, as required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
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�i;:p_ g-�. :-. P�;l:>. P�!!�. ��9 t. r..� ;J.�9P!J.1'_ly_ �!JPPP.I.t th�. Zc lcc t i�n cif the. !l.ef ined 

�y_rI�f�rr�?. !19���- ��J �J�J . ��- !b�-�!2E2!��.t-�!��?' 

The Jc:c i s ion lo selec t the refined .::1g.ency pn• f.- r r P.d rouLC ( !11-lR) C\"t�= the 
environu�� n t a l l y  pn� f(" r red rou t(' { El•- 1 )  appeara tu h1'YP be�n m1nl t: 011 llt� h;.i:-. i ?'I.  
o f  ecciuoL11ics a lont: . .t.tj.�t::n t i a l ly , roul� .t:4-l w.:1.::1 :l: . �  1.uilc::; lun:;er ami WC.'l'hi 
have c o s t  U? to on-? --.:ri l l i on Jo l ] C,llr �  l"l're t han t h2 Lcr. 1ri l l i o n  d o l l £1 r , J f . 2  i;.ti le 
p1upus�l ( W l -l R) . 

K f Please refer to cliapter I of the FEIS for the final comparison of routes and L selection of the eastern corridor as the preferred route. 

K lnciclt:nle:s l l y ,  il is nt:vei: (,l u i lt: c le�! wl1t." Ll1t: l Ul-H � ut Wl-1 Wa!i L i oal l y  
s c: l�c t(!'d and which route is IJ � in;;. re fe r red to i n  ZJ 1 1  c .ose� . Also 1 p ic a s �  uu L c  
a J is c rep3ncy in �i lea�e : p .  1 1 1-2 , l . c .  d escribes the ac.cncv pref�r rcJ rou t �  
H l - 1 J S  3 7  miles lou� and p .  l I -4 1) ,  T:::r.b le 11-3 sholL'S rou t� U l - 1  a s  3 5 . 5  ali lc:;; 
lon�. 

There i s  no d e t a i led d i �c u s s i u o  of L�1e t�conor.�ic f.:icLors invo lvecl , i r.<" h1ci i nt, l ht> 
r 1.:  .. 11ce•J u.cl· e � �  i:tnll <.-•i(f ! l  iun.i.o 1 ... "� i 11..-t": r 1 11r;/cun f'. l 1 uc L i o n  co11 !=t t r ;i i n t fl  f o r  rot•tt-
!.;.1!-l :11 huJ �tl to on p. z, J. p.;J.I"D · 2. I n  f ac t ,  the uorJinc;. o f  Lhe preced ing, l 
p.lr.;J.;raph ( p . : , J .  rnr.;J.. 1 )  lead • one to suspec t t h a t  the s e l ec t ion of reu t e  
H l - l R  � ·.:r  ·.� l - 1 '? )  "'.'.1 s:. ro f'r'!!'� "' l � rr.•i niPd COTIC h•:cz i o n  ;m ..J  j v :i; t j f .i � � L .lt.m i <.•t. !. l ::I  
S t!' l ec t ivu i �  bt: iut;, suugh L .  0b..:..:uu�t: i t  w a t1  J. t:coi�u i �t:<l tl•1 1 l Lh'!! t:a:io l � tll i!l!'.! 
�cs t e c n  rou t e s  were '-'Cl Y s it.ti l a r  in ovcr311 env i1onut� n r C1 l  1.·.:!Pk i11� , i t  V.'.:S 
c uns idc��d i��ort�nt to evv l u:: t� trlh�r f�ctor� sucla .;J.� �i le� of t raPsm i s s ici n  
l int: cons truc l i <m , uva i l ab le 2cce s s , p o t <" o t i111 Cl•ns t1·uC' t i ori ;- 1 olo l ierris , snd 

p roject co� t :.r  �..tl!. �e:J.1!,J..iJl;; .i;hJ! . ..:..;�Jl� Y-prl:'fer n.:J i: ci u lc ( emphas is added ) .  

Cung iJer in� t he ec cino:i.1ic .;J.Spt:c L a ium� , 1 .:inU Lhc i::.cupt:. U .i �  ... : u :.�ci.J ... j 1 h i n  t1u?. 
CEIS to be very l imi ted . Only the economic impac t tc- non-irr iS?.aLeJ c ropl�nd 
!ll!'r' ..... r �  Lo have been cons idered . 4 . 6  1'1i les u:ort- of non- 1 r 1· 1 c;.v ted c ro p J anJ 
Lr,J1 1 1 , 1  1 .... .t" r r�c l t"t.1 '-"•'�..:-= 1  t vu l t:  E4-l lhuu Lht: 1 4 . 2  w i l e :.  uuJ t: i  1.il-lR ac c u 1 U in;. to 
Tab l e  II-8. Und e r  the proposa l ,  p r i v n t e  la.nc!u�r1t:ns would b e  �:?r t i a l ly 
com?ensnted for this lo::i.s throl•&h Llte purch.::1sl: o f  r i :; h ts-of-way at f c.i l r  tr1nrl<.l•t 
v.::1 lul� .  

There is no conclusive data that suggests there will b e  economic impacts to 

tourism as a result of the proposed project. Preliminary results of a pilot study 

entitled "The Impacts of External Development in the Economic and Aesthetic 

Values of Theodore Roosevelt National Park" conducted by Colorado State 

University (1 988), document the types of activities most enjoyed by visitors, the 

importance of a badlands park environment, perceived importance of a 1 mile 

buffer zone, and attractiveness ratings of current (as-is) and modified vistas from 

TRNP. In addition, estimated expenditures by 1 988 TRNP visitors. Preliminary 

summaries of the survey of 255 on-site interviews and 1 1 0  mailback 

questionnaires provide the following insight into visitor concern for visual impacts 

external to the TRNP: 

Viewing the landscape, wildlife, and scenic vistas, 

photographs are the most popular activities for TRNP. 

visual experience as the most important to visitors. 

as well as taking 
This highlights the 

A mixed grass prairie/badlands environment Is riot seen as less valuable than 

other park environments, and almost 30% recognized the value of its 

uniqueness over other parks. 

There is strong support for the park from external impacts from both regional 

and local visitors. 

When power1ines are added to views from Painted Canyon through 

photosimulations, the attractiveness to viewers decreased by about 40%. 

This data documents the visual sensitivity and importance of retaining the integrity 

of external views from TRNP. At this time, there is not a quantified correlation 

with loss of revenue to TRNP or the region as a result of external impacts. 

[There is no ana l y s i s  of po t e n t i � l  econoOD.ic iu1�acls re l <?. t ivc Lu o th�r l .:i r1d ust.>:.� ,  
such 4! S  re.:: re.::1 t 1on or l'an:;e i t: .iu.lt:d use::i en 1..ile L:l!!G. Likew i s e ,  there i s  nc 

l e c eonoir.ic e n 11 ly� d s  of the po t e n t i 11 l  e ffec t 5  on the tou r i �D" ind u !l trj." �� z re�u l t  
o f  v i su.: . .il i:.I1p.:icts [n."ti !�OP ' s  ..., j thin ·n:Ul" :>r .Ero!n 1-94. lt o..!OulJ se�c-. that .;:. 
uto rc c o111? lt.te nnalys i s  oI ill. ll•t: ecuuowic �:tlJ�C LH ui Lht: pru;.ius a l  .:..ml 
C UU:6 .i.J e.tt:J al tt:J'llct t jvt:S itt u�cJ t:cl beru1.� cuuc ludin� t h n t \U - l R  is e;cortol:iic ? l l y  
preferred . 

M 

!'!cvir.g ;:iway from the econot:Iic� i s s u e  to consitler U'\"er.:i. 1 1  �1:•J i rcnr.1c n t .1 J / 1 � "uan::l.­
impac t s ,  I seriou s l y qoes t ion tiie f i nd i n� t h Ll. L  " lhe C.i1S t � . u1 ( �4-1 ) �n<l '..-:C� l t  ... 1• OH-1 ) rou t e s  werP V•"f"!"' 1-1. i u1i l .,,r ; "  ri.vp r11l l �nvi rnf'1fl�l'ti•1 r2nk i ng" ( p .  x ,  J .  
p;ira . 1 anJ P .  1 1-44 , d .  par.;J.. 1 ) .  "J.'he L t:lJ'O& i. u l:,u ti l a Les ( p .  x )  Lha1.:. '' l and 
u :; e  � l:owed � pceference !o.- t lie 11c� le rn routt." and v j � u a l  showed a pre ferf"'nC-? 
for the e�s tern rou t e " .  Howe ver , "because the v i su .a l  rreference fer L ite 
e a. s t ern route v.o.s s t ron�1:: 1.· lhcu Llit: loiind u:it: pu:rt:..1:t:nct: fu1 L itt: wc�teru ru\.• t c  
nnd bec�use visunl impac t s  rcn.:,cd into the h i � h  c a Lego1y whi .i.t: b l l  ld1:J Ll !r C:  
; mp.ne t s  were modPrate or l n,.,·pr , thP. P.f'tAfPTTI rnntf"' 1:-' Ft !=t  t1PrPrni i ,., Pc1 I n  !"IP rh.., 

[As discussed in responses to comment A, the impacts to grazing a< · 1vities will be 

minimal. The Forest Service has indicated that recreation impacts to the LMNG 

M could be moderate along the western route (Davis, 1988). When all factors are 

compared in chapter I (FEIS), the eastern route is environmentally preferred and 

the proposed route. 

environn:.ental ly prcferrpfl !"�0.! t'111?11 { r ·  �) . 
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Pa;:e 5 of 7 

I thinl:. th•l 1omr o! the�e conclus ions. su.y have been erroneously d raun from an 
u�er l y  l i•i ted con1ider.ation cf " l and u1e1• and froa.i •0::1e .l B S: e s s ed ia1p.1c ts 
bavin; been rated too lov. As ment ioned ear l ier , I b� l ieve l.and uccs o Lher 
th.an c ror] and , reaidt-nc ct. . and COD:C11?rc i .- l  developme n t s  shou ld luive been 
con•idcred in the anul y • 1• 1 fU n " u; u l a L l y  1. �c u:u1 L 1un and rans,e re l at ed user. on 
the UlHG. llad IUCh ndd i t i onal uses been .:tna l7ze11 anti rl' tr.rl , i t  j ,s  po s s i b l e  
t h 11 t  t h e  eo.a tern 3 J ternat ive wou ld h.::1ve been prefe rred from a land us es 

�r•r�c r i ve a1 we l l  a1 a vi•u a l •  per1pectivc. 

[Concernim: tb• £•c tur a th•l � .au••••crd and raled in T.:1b le 1 1-4 aome o! the 

N rat ini;1 aPpear to be tt'o low. I h•ve • l r••dT etenticn�d that the visual 
rrsC\urce c • U:R.orie• under TRNP 1 hould be rated hit.he r ,  espec i a l ly 1 ince the 
r •bul11 ted r " t i ng• 11rf' a l l  lowrr than tbe vi•ual sena i t i vi ty J t:"vc l• d escribed 
for the1e o i te1 on p .  111-8 , 2 . c .  

Q [Under cul tural re1ourcr1 1 I question why t be acna i t i v i ty levels of hi1=.h .lnd 
gediua for prehis toric and h i t Loric 1 e•vurce• dul. uu L  a ec � ive corre11 ponJ 1 n; 
r a t i n�s of high or ll'Oderat3 avoidanc e .  (the rat ings �ere one level louc r . )  [! a l • o  quc• t ion vhy under p a leontolog7 1 knovo fo•a i l  • i t.-1 1 and foa! i l b�•r lna 
l u u1•t h1u• a1tr.l ;,ruu.p• l'f'!Cl'.iv-.:t.I u 1 t i n}t• uf luw •Yu.uJ am: u .  Th1u aeeDla 

P p• r t icu lar i ly cont r ad ic tory in view of the (ac t that the repor L • Lu le• that 
" t he key terra i n  freturea a1aociDted �ith poten t i a l  f,n u i l -bearin� a r rll t D ure 
e::.poaed aoi l a 1  a teep s lope• and outc rops . "  In uther word a ,  aoila w i t h  ld c:,h 
e ro, iun pote n t i i11 l ( ""er 20% s lopec) whi c h  .rated hi�b �voidunce in the same 
T .. u l e  1 1-4. 

a [ f l  .1.u •c�-- contradictorr that under vege t a t ion and wild l i fe , ha rdweooJ 
hab i t a t  s hould receive a r•tin; of low avoidanc� wh i le hardwood d raw veg e t a t ion 
•e r i t a  •oderate avoidance. 1 fa i l tu •ee tbe d ia Linc liuu. 

."..1'("fther i•iiue which nc.ed• fu1 Lher c l a r i !icat ioa ia the l"anking of Lin:: 1 e l u t iv1: 
l"''r<:i rt iincc o f  each eva luat� re,ou-ice .:is d i acue s1•d in the l a ' t  two para�r:1phs 

R I of P •  1 1 -37 .ind .lS shown on tab le 11-7 , p. II-4J . !!t:nt c:::tc t l )• t:e::c Lit!! 
c r i t e r i a  uaed for thi• rankino? The an4 171i1 process referred to in Appendi:: A 
i• unc ltear un Llua puuu.. Huw was 1 t  d t' t e rmin�d th.l L ( dc: vc l oJled ) l4nd use anJ 
Dgr ic u .l tu r a l  V•• c on• id ered lo b� thf' lf'OB t i"'rort11nt r�11n11 rcr? In atld i t  ion , as 

5 t ated ear l ie r ,  it i t'  my C';- i u i <'n tltttt nC't a] l the p r r t inent re•ources � r e  
evA lu.:tted or ranked f o r  t h i s  fina l route cgA:pi11 ri»on. [Ouc puiut uf cuu•id1: 1 • t i un LhaL need• Lo be emph4sized is the t ac t  th4t po�flr 
tu L hc- a u ra Lu be •rr�iced by tbe propoa.al 41 l reaJy exi• ta . Thi• 11 i l l  

S e aaen t i• l ly be a aupplemen t o l  1yste1;1 to i1nprove the exiat ina aervice und 
provide a bact-up 1ya te• in caee of a 1ubo tan tia l pover f1l lure. V l th t h i �  I n  
••ind the nrcd L o  fu r t her jeopard ize resource value• i n  r e l a t ion to tRNP by 
rvut i ng t h  .. prn1-n t1 tt l  .. i l l• i n  vi-:'"•"t ,1 1 :::. l at1ce o f  th� Part become• le•• .apparent 
- a• doe1 the need to i•pact aa0re pub l ic land• than nece•••ry on the umc. 

rAnothe r  c r i t ic a l  con1 i-'rr11t i '1n i11 that future e:xpan1ion of the proposa l  T 1nLic ip•L�d "Iru11 Llie coaHicld s  are:i Lo Hilu C i ly" ( p . 11-7 , I .  para . 
t:zac Lly vhare thi1 e::p.Jns ion migltt occur i1 not d iacu.ssll!d in the DEIS. 

i s  an i•po r tant cnns idf'r.nt ion i n  order to prope rly as1c•• the po1 1 1t- le 

i •  
J) . 
But i t  

8 ,. .• 200·11f7·12) 
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T l10pa.: La .. ..... c ..... 11HP ...... 1-'4 , •• ..i r.- .. iLbin ti•• lJUIC could be 

[cu ... latiYe a ffect• or ti.. eurra•t propoa a l .  It ia po• • ib la that 1dver•• Yi1ual 

co•poun.led in rbe future. Thi1 aake1 •• l•c t ion of route Vl-lR for the current propo1al even lcaa deairab l e .  

u 

v 

w 

In conclulion resard inc Concera ll,  I fail to H• 1uCfici10nL juo L i Cii:• t lu11 vith1n the DEIS for 1e leet iun uC 1uule Vl-lr. a1 an ucu11o•i. c 1 ll7 pufca uJ • l ternn r i v'! .  AM •• ,,.. l!!IS i l ••H "''"'" '""t.• • �outc E�-1 i1 the 9":uwi1 uumzn La l ly prcf•l'r•d a l Lernat.ive vhic b  llla1ai&ea l•pact1 to reeidenc•• 
auJ �i.cw1t f a ua 1d.r. lby ..:uu•ulid•L• "i. Lla e&i• L l n� u t i l i t y  corridor. C l!aa) 
' & � • Le a  •G• icu l tu1 • l ••P•� L• ; lauVcvwr .  rcduc•d vi aua l iapac t1 off1ct 
a�1 icv tu1 Ml l•P•�t.• Ip. 1 1-4 3 ,  Tab le 11-7 ) .  All of "hicb would appc1r to b• •ui&1� aw11l ju.Li£ic•l iGD fur i t •  •elec t ion •• tbc final propoaal . p•r t icu lar ly 

, 1n l i&h.t of the 1 t roni: a;encr •NI puh l lc concern cener•t"" boy t he "e•l"frn 
rour.e1 '• pl'oa i la i c: y  .tu Tr.ur. Aa h•• �·een ez:prea aed thrc-u;bout tb1 1cop-ln: 
procr1 a .  route E4-1 ia thia acenc1 ' 1  prc fcr.d a l ternative. 

�J"P.H.:-. JlllJ. o\.1 1. Pi.. iJae Jlooa•on•l>h. "lU•J"D•tlvu. Vera. !!on1.iduad1 

Th• flEIS b r ie f l r  -11tlona but dou not d beuu or analyse a P"H llll• 
•llwru•Live adJacunt to US OS. On p. 1 1-21 .  b. par. 2, ti•• rcvc.1 t a r •t"• •A US 
KlChW•J 85' Corr iilul' V.:aa DOl 1nclYde.I ow l na;  tu LI .. lwww l u( tleve lopa.-nt a l one, 
lh• hi..,lav•y• . Vl thout furthcar c l 41 r l f lc a tion of tbi• .a.,pa1·1nc ubjwc: t i un , lbi• 

v�uld 1eem to be a (.Jctor in L.2'1'01' u( chJ a • l ternativo. I t  would •l'P'�Ar be t ter 
frua a rw•UUIC'r rt:'•·•prC' l J Ve lO C'PftAftl itl�r· Piii rAny d.-Vf'lop .... nl• AM r11• A i b J .,.  
into one c"r r 1dor • •  uppu•t:d t v  c 1 • • Li11c a nev 1ur fAce and viau• l dl i• hn b 1nc e .  

The unourrc>rr•.I 1 t.rH-c ut ,,., •·· l\'-31: ,  l .  '"""• l t b 1 t  •rara l le l in& US 8S wou ld 
reau l t  l n  • i1ni('lc•11L i111pac t 1  to adj•cent rc1 ide n t i :i l  a .. d ce;,11111erci a l  lu.nd u•e•11 
aua .... r i ly d i a.  .. i •••• Lhia a l te ru.itive frn• furtl•er cunt idwrac ",..'· Ihu•'-" 
purported iC1pac u alun; with uther potential rnourcc i•p•cU 1houid ba Cua tlu:l' 
evalu1ted H coa:prh i nit a viab le a l ternative to tboac d iacuued more Cu l ly In 
tl1e DEIS. 

In add i t ion to •J four pri•ary concern• d i 1cu1acd abovo , 1 hive 1aver•I 
•iacel loneoua COM11Cnt1 aa Col luu1 : 

I .  

2 .  

J .  

The verbai:• on P •  1 1-7 , 2 .  • a ad  Tab la 11-1 , P•  1 1-1 1 dHc r i b 1  the 
• tre l 111t1 Jee ur .. c r urea aa Daing 60 to 90 fee t t a l l .  The typic.>l 
dr.a l�n nn r •  II-A ohowe thia e tructure be ing 110 feet t i l l .  

The DEIS 1 t a te1 that a l 6 S  lout vida ri1ht-of-va7 wi l l  b e  ob tained . 
The wid th of r li;bt-o f-vay required fur the cous tructic.n .>11d 
uperot ion o[ the poua r l iac OD the LIUIC ia tuu t ia;ca tbe ...... Jr.iLU11 
bei1;1.t or lb• l ll'uc ture a .  Therefore , th11 rc ..... u i red pom:r l i n': 
ri;bt-of-v:i7 on tbc: Ull:C -ulJ be r i ther ltC Crrl ,,. 2?0 f,.,., 
c!cpendiu.; uu t!ae 11ci;ht o( the atecl l o t t ic •  1 L ruc ture1 . 

Thu DClS de1c ribes a need for :111c i l lu17 fac i l i t i c 1  inc lud i ni; nev 
acer•• rood 5 1  11irc-pul l i n; s i tes , con1 truc t i on yMrd .and bctcu 
pl;anta . Yhc tpcc i f i c  lc-cnt ion1 for thc5c fi!cvclo;:-:::e1, l l'  �e re not 
idcntifit:d. Arc .an1 1 p.;u: t J cu l arly ne9.I :. c c -= 1 1  ro.o1d 1 1  propo1cd "" the 
umct If ac., .>dd i t ionol rigb t -oC-v:iy eay I>.: needed . 

N [comment is noted. 

0 

Sensitivity levels and avoidance recommendations may share common alterla 
but are two entirely separate concerns for cultural resources. As stated In 
section 111-1 4, sensitivity levels for cultural resources reflect the probability of 
locating specific site types, and the probable percentage of those resources 
being considered 'significant.• Avoidance rating alterla Includes the 
practicality, applicability and success of Impact mitigation. As described In 
section IV-21 , 22, Initial Impacts to the majority of cultural resources can be 
relatively easily mitigated, and residual Impacts would be low to non-existent. In 
addition, sensitivity and Impacts are tied to the presence of a site. If no sites 
are present, or none are eligible, then .!!.Q. Impacts result. The probability of 
significant sites over much of the study area Is remote, as much of It has 
been repeatedly cultivated. 

P or not. Site specific Investigations will be conducted prior to construction 

�The probability of finding significant paleontologlcal specimens throughout the 
study area Is low, whether at likely fossil locations Q.e. outcrops or steep slopes) 

Q 

activities should significant fossil occurrences be Identified. On the other hand, 
soils with high erosion potential were rated as high avoidance due to their direct 
association with construction related hazards, engineering constraints, and 
reclamation sensitivities. 

Avoidance levels and environmental Impacts associated with transmission fine 
construction were evaluated on a resource by resource basis, and are not directly 
comparable between resources. Relative avoidance levels were assigned based 
on specific concerns within each resource. Impacts to hardwood draws, for 
instance, were evaluated with respect lo other vegetation types in the area (i.e. 
grasslands, wetlands, and croplands), and warranted a moderate avoidance. 
Assessment of impacts to wildlife resources hinged on the presence of humans 
and temporary loss of habitat. Since the primary impacts to wildlife are short-term 
and little hardwood draw habitat is to be disturbed, hardwood habitat received a 

_low avoidance. [The criteria used to compare alternative routes are Identified as resource 
R considerations on table 11-7 (land use and agriculture, visual, cultural, vegetation 

and wetlands, wildlife, geology and soils). Land use Qncluding recreation) and 
agriculture are shown to have the greatest relative importance over other 
resources considerations due to the potential for significant unavoidable adverse 
impacts. This has been Westem's experience on numerous transmission siting 
studies. 

S LJThe need for the proposed llne Is explained In Chapter I of the DEIS. The 
purpose of the line was not a consideration in evaluating environmental 
impacts. 

[If the need to extend the 345-kV system arises In the future, the Belfield 
T Substation would be a logical starting point. Regardless of which corridor and 

substation site Is selected, Impacts to Theodore Roosevelt National Parle could be 
possible because the new 345-kV line would need to pass south of the Parle. 
Those potential Impacts would be dealt with In a line-specific environmentaVrouting 
study. 

U [Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS. 

v 

w 

There are numerous developments scattered along the length of U.S. Highway 
85. They include residences, schools, churches, cemeteries, cafes, and other 
business establishments. There are some low voltage distribution lines located 
along the highway and there Is an existing slngle-woodpole {1 1 5-kV) 
distribution line that parallels highway 85 for approximately 3 miles south of 
Charlie Creek substation (see response H to letter 9). In addition, there Is a 
large amount of cropland along either side of the highway. Siting a 
transmission line along either side of Highway 85 would result In high visual 
impacts to residents, businesses, and travelers. The National Park Service, in 
a July 1 5, 1 987, letter to Western Identified U.S. Highway 85 as 'a primary 
route for tourism from Canada to North Dakota and other states.' NPS goes 
on to state that scenic vistas west of Highway 85 should be maintained. 
Based on the criteria used in the visual assessment, a line on the east side of 
Highway 85 would still create high Impacts if within one mile. It would seem 
nearly as detracting to tourists to have a 345-kV line located close to the east 
side of the Highway as the west side. 

Miscellaneous Comments: 

1 .  typical heights for steel lattice structures would be 60 to 90 feet. Depending 
on terrain and other factors some structures could be as tall as 1 20 feet. 

2. Western normally obtains only the necessary right-of-way for its projects. If 
Forest Service requirements are something greater than 1 65 feet, Western will 
comply. 

3. As project planning reaches the appropriate level of definition, Western will 
coordinate with the Forest Service for any ancillary facilities which might be 
located outside of the transmission line right-of-way or access easements on 
LMNG. 

4. Western has complied with the set-back requirements of the U.S. Air Force for 
the GWEN facility. 
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� Pag" 7 of 7 

� .  

w 

5 .  

6 .  

7 .  

Th <!  rrP•PnC<! o f  th., Cl!Er. • i re n n  f.,�rr3l l a nd i n  the S!l/� o f  

Scc t i C"n 2 7 ,  Tl40H, RIOOU i• menti on�'' i n  t h@ rf'port but" t liert i!> r,o 
d i s<"uas ion .i:U' to po111 1 i b l e  c l e c t r j c 11 l  i n t P r ff"rfl'nce er n thrr jr.1pac t' ! , 
if any , from th� rroposa l .  Has t h i Jt  bt-en con1 d c' e rPd ? The :ii:.p111P 
quell t i nn mic;ht arp J y  to the HAPA 1"i<" row:ive fOWPr on !ede- r� J  l nncl' i n  
rhe Sl /2 o f  S�c t i vu 32 , 1140� , RlOU"' and the mic rownve tower on 
pr ive ce land i n  th., 111/2 of Sec t i on � .  Tl 39N, r..1 001-1, a l thoui;h they 
are fuT the r reaKJvcJ fro111 t l'e propoa a l .  

P •  IV-3 3 ,  1 .  par•· 2 a hould oay the "e.aatern" ins t ead o f  "we s t e r n" 
bound •• Y  u! TRNP. 

p. v ,  J .  para. 4 gi ve• a mialead ing!y limilt:c.I d t:: � c r i p t ion CJ! the 

L"ffiC and f � l ! e l y  n 11 rro":-s the l!'.u l t i;.· l e  re!!'ur-=e r·:>n�oec:.� n l  cr:.•nct:pt 
dt'Yn t'!:' :t. !!: i r..;le !'�so:urce C:'1na;eu� n f  t'l-jec t i ve by ! t e t in� that "The 
Li c t l e  Mi s sour i Rational Craaalands a.re fed � r a. l y  owned l a nde •�ana�ed 
38 grazi n� ,·:inge J;1nd a imi lar to private holdint,.' of na t ive 
gcaa.• lanc.I " .  1 c.loub L tb.y,L even our �u.ziug. pero i t tcca would £.o,ree 
wi Llt Llu11 l de•c r i p t iu n ,  let alone a var iec.I boa t of other conllbOc.l i ty 
and non-coaanod i ty u1cr1 I 

1 •• cur ious as to why the we• tern rou te vas a tak�d on t h� �round 
many contha be fore even the DEIS was re le4aed , l�t alone a fin�l 
ruu L i ng c.l � c i M iuu Ru..Utr. Thi• apJ.1�<111 . ..  • Lu be put t i ng t h e  cart vcll 
bcfo1·c the liuroc under the norma l NEPA proc e s s .  [I h.ave seen the coaacnt• co the DEIS prepared b y  Tl!l:P. J think th� i r  .w.na 1 y 11d s  X waa q u i te thorough .and t he ir c ouc luaiona and recorir:cend a c ions have my fu l l  

support. [ I apprec i a te the opportuni t�· l o  r:evie� and co11 1;1Pn t  0 1 1  t lo i £  t:EIS. 1 hopt- ft'Y Y c <'ft"IM' n t !I  .find conc.-rns t!i 1 1  b� h� JrtuJ 1 1 1  lt•• L11"'"1 1tl�vrlupin1t a propoai. I which 
a l l i o tpreated par t i � •  v i l l  !ind rPaaonably mccep tab le. 

\ 

Sincer� l y , 

Diatrict r..:inger 

cc: c. Hack Shaver , Superintendent 
Tlteudora Huuaevc l t  llnional Porlt 
lleuuca , ND 56645 
Ti• Hc:Laughlin , PresidtrnL uC Lite Buacd 
Theodore Rooa eove l c Nature and His tory Allaoc i11Liu11 
l' .O. Box 167 
Hedora , ND 58645 
D-8 

� FS-8200·21(7·8:21 
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A 

lltl:"'-T TO 
ATTENTIOllll C1' 

Planning Divis ion 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ILNOINS::ltPIS. OMAHA DISTRICT 

215 NORTH 17TH STREILT 
OMAHA. NllLllRASKA seno2·4079 

July 25 , 1 9 8 8  

Mr . James D .  Davies 
Department o f  Energy 
West ern Area Power Adminis tration 
B i l l ings Ar ea Of fice 
2 5 2 5  4th Avenue North 
B i llings , Montana 5 9 1 07-5800 

Dear Mr. Davi es : 

. ;iAL FILE CDFY ! 
JUL 29'86 

"""'' 111.a:.llill--�a.a- :  
��·--:a ..... h ,; 

We have revi ewed the Draft Environmental Impact S t a t ement 
for the Wes t ern Area Power Adm i n i s t ration ' s  proposed Char l i e  
C r eek-Belfi eld 345-Ki lovo lt Transm iss ion Line Proj ect i n  wes tern 
N o r th Dakota. We o ffer the fol lowing comments • 

Federal Flood Plain Management criterion bas ically s ta t es 

that cons truc t i on which can be damaged by floodwaters or wh i ch 

can obs t ruct flood flows should not be located in the 1 0 0-year 

flood p l a i n .  If this i s  not prac t i cab l e , resi d ent ial 

cons truc t i on which can be damaged by floodwater should b e  above 

th e 1 00-year floodwater surface e l evation and nonres idential 

construct ion , such as subs tat ions , which can b e  damaged by 

f loodwater should be above or flood proofed to above the 

1 00-year floodwater surface elevat ion and should b e  des igned to 

minimi z e  poten t ia l  harm to or w i thin the flood plain . I f  the 

opera t ion o f  the constructed facili t i es is cons i d e r e d  c r i t ical 

during flood p e riods , they should b e  pro t e c t ed from the 500-year 

f lood. Flood p lain cons truction should not increas e the wat e r  

surface e l evation of t h e  1 00-year flood m o r e  than one foot 

.
rela t ive to ex i s t ing cond i t ions . 

p lains of small drainageways and s t reams . Flood related [ The propos ed powe rline cons truction cros s es the flood 

8 prob lems should not occur w i th construction of the overhead 

power lines if the supporting s t ructures are located as far from 

the banks o f  drainageways and s treams as pos s i b l e  to minimi z e  

the p o t en t ial for eros ion hazards and flood flow obstruction. 

r I f  the construction involves p lacing f i l l ma t erial 

C: (permanent o r  temporary) into a wate rway and /or adj acent 

wetland , a p erm i t  pursuant to Sect ion 404 o f  the C l ean Water Act 

may be requi red. When proj ect p lans are comp l e t e d ,  they should 

5. Comment noted. See chapter Ill of this FEIS. 

W I 6. The quote referred to Is on p. 111-29, para. 4 of the DEIS and Is Intended 
to characterize the vegetative quality of the LMNG as being similar to 
surrounding privately-owned rangeland. As stated in p. 111-1 , para. 6 of the 
DEIS, the LMNG are managed for livestock grazing. Implementation of 
Intensive range management systems, facilitation minerals and energy 
development, and recreational use. 

7. In order to keep the design process on schedule It Is necessary to 
survey and stake the proposed route as expeditiously as possible. 
Staking Is also necessary to perfonn the cultural resources survey. 
However, It Is Westem's policy to take .!!.Q Irreversible actions prior to the 
Record of Decision. 

X [Comments are noted. 

y [Comments are noted. 

A [Comment noted. 

B [Comment noted. 

C: [Project plans wiU be forwarded to Mr. Winters as requested. 
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lbe s ent to the North Dakota Regulatory Field Office , Attn : 

C Mr. J im Wint ers , U . S .  Army Corps of Engine ers , P . O .  Box 902 , 
Bi smarck , North Dako ta 58502-0902 , for detailed review of perm i t  
requiremen t s .  

[ The EIS for the Char l i e  Creek-Belf ield Transmiss ion Line 

D Proj ect in North Dakota should s tate that the necess ary perm i t s  
w i l l  b e  obtained from t h e  Corps when final p lans a r e  comp l e t e .  

Thank you f o r  t h i s  review opportun i ty .  

Sincerely , 

�£!� 
Ri chard D .  Gorton 
Chi e f ,  Environmental 

Analy s i s  Branch 
Planning Divis ion 
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Soi 
Con•--

j{�:.':\ Uniled St•te1 \•.l �l;1 Oepwtmenl �I -� Agncull'"'• -· 

P . O .  llox 1458 
llh .. rck, ND 
58502-1458 : i·t�IAl fllE r,opy 

July 27 , 1988 

. AOO l '88 
""1'1 -- ..---.. 

·-· Jameo D. Davie• 
Western Area Pover Ad•lnlatrat lon 
ATTN 1 112000 

·------= .. ,-,. .. 

P . O .  !lox 35800 
B i l l inga, HT 59107-5800 

Dear Hr. Davlea 1 

The Soil Conoervation Service (SCS) haa reviaved tho Draft !nviron10ental 
Impact Statement for the Weotorn Area Power Ad•iniotrat ion• (Weotern) 
propoaed Charlie Creek-Be lfield 345-�ilovo lt (�V) Trana•iaaion Lino project 
in Weatern North Dakota (DO!/!IS-0134-D) .  

We have the fol lowing co.-enta 1 

A [ 
B [ 

l) In re ference to 11-38 (Table II- 5 .  Mitigation Heaoure a )  
- 15 . v e  reco...end nat ive ar•••ea/voodlea ,  • •  related t o  range 
a itea and wood land auitability 1roup1 , bo planted. Local 
SCS field office• located in the affected counti•• ahould 
be conaulted vlth for aeedln& ratea, •lxturea and recommenda­
tion• . 

2) SCS ha• authorization to plan flood reduction maaaureo 
for the City of Belfield, ND. Prol iainary inveat igationa 
have been .. de on potential daa o i tea on the Heart liver and 
a tr ibutary above Belfield. louta Linko 40 and 41 diaaect 
the dra inage area• of aeveral o f  the da• aitea under 
conaideration. 

At thio ti .. lout• Link 41 would appear to have the leaot 
potential l•pact on future f lood reduction meaaurea. Actual 
impact• would depend on the final location of tran••i•aion 
line atructurea and the atructural coaponent• of the flood 
reduct ion meaaurea. Minor relocation• of the feature• propoaed 
for both project• .. y reduce or el i•inate impact • .  SCS vill 
gl•dly coordinate planning •ctivitieo vith Weotern Are• Pover 
to enaure that future i•pact• to both project• are •iniaized. 

We •ppreciato tho opportunity to roYiov and c.,...nt . 

Sincerely, 

�L.f°C� 
AC":"ING"'5t•t• Conaervationiat 

� 

D 
[Western will comply with all applicable pennitting requirements including Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act. 

A [The District SCS Office In Dickinson wlll be consulted for appropriate 
revegetation requirements. 

B 
[The District SCS Office In Dickinson will be contacted for further inform11tion on 

future flood reduction projects which might be affected along the proposed route. 
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ft UITTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENcv·iffi!. ALE tnn 

Re f :  8PM-EP 

REGION VIII 

999 1 8th STREET - SUTE 500 

DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2405 

JUL 2 8 1988 

AUG l  '88 

:·:;;-- - .. i 
James D .  Davies , Area Manager 
B i l l ings Area Off ice t:E-�-... -e-�J ,d';?;n. e · rh 

e�IA . ({�·. P . O .  Box 3 5 8 0 0  
B i l l ings , Montana S 9 1 07-S 8 0 0  

Dear M r .  Davies : 

- , --
RE: Dra ft Environmental Impact 

Statement ( DEIS ) for Char l ie 
Creek-Be l f ie ld Transmission 
Line Pro ject , North Dakota 

In accordance with the National Environmenta l Policy Act 
( NEPA ) and our responsibi l i ties under Section 3 0 9  of the Clean 
Air Act , the Region VIII O f f ice of the Envi ronment a l  Protection 
Agency ( EPA ) has reviewed the ref erenced DEIS ! DOE/ E I S- 0 1 34- B ) .  

A 

Whi l e  it was stated that w a l l  f loodp l a i n s  and wetlands would 
be spanned and no structures would be placed in themw , we f ee l  
some add itional information in the f in a l  E l s  o n  mitigation o f  
impacts t o  wetlands would improve the EI S .  Thi s  i n f ormation 
should be spec i f i c  to the agency-pre ferred route and include 

rNo wetlands would be lost owing to the proposed project. See Response A to A the North Dakota State Water Commission comments Oetter no. 6) concerning 
erosion control and mitigation. 

� 

runof f of sediments from tower construction sites , access tra i l s ,  
cleaning of brush , and vehicle movement during construction . A 
detailed depiction of how one of the most impacted wetlands in 
the route would be mitigated would su f f ice . 

rate adequacy of draft EIS s ,  we have rated this draft EIS a s  

[ Based o n  o u r  review and t h e  criteria EPA h a s  establi shed to 

B C�tegory LO ( Lack of Objections ) .  A summary of our EIS rating 
def initions i s  enclosed. If you have any questions please 
contact Henry C .  Schroeder of my sta f f  at ( 3 0 3 ) 2 9 3- 1 4 6 1  or 
FTS 564 - 1 4 6 1 . 

8 [Comment noted. 

Sincerely, 

�t41-:P� 
Robert R .  Despa i n ,  Chief 
Environment al Policy Branch 
O f f ice of Policy & Management 
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United States Department of the Interior 
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.. 
vm- "" l'ii!ll(ll!_. AlllOl(A-

·- -- .. 

llENVEll.. C :Ol.011.Al>O 8022�-tMMl7 
___ J;..;;u.;,.IY 27, 1988 

ER 88/496 

Mr. James D. Davies, Area Manager 
Bil lings Area Of fice 
Western Area Power Administration 
[> .0. Box 35800 
Bil lings, Montana 59107-5800 

Dear Mr. Davies: 

mr,1�1 
AUG 1 '88 

:tr� ... . .  

The Depar tment o f  the Interior hos reviewed i he  Draft Environmental Impact S!atemenl 
(DEIS) for the Proposed Charlie Creek..Sellleld 3/iS-kV Transmission Line Project (ER 
88/496) and offers !he following comments. 

Theodore Roosevelt National Park [The National Pork Service (!'PS) supports selection and Implementation of lhe 
A environmentally preferred alternative. NSP believes !hat the prefer red alternative 

(fl.oute W l -IR) would result in highly undesirable visual impacts lo visi1ors using major 
view points and trolls within Theodore Roosevelt Notional Pork (TRW). The proposed 
decision In favor of the preferred alternative appears lo be based primarily on 
economics, since the environmentally preferable eastern Roule E4-1 is slightly longer. [However, the DEIS makes no onolysis of lhe economic Impacts on the North Dakota 

B tourism industry as a result of ihe visual effects of the line on visi tors in one of !he 
State's principal tourist attractions. If the economics of line construction ls considered 
as a factor In route selection, then tourism economics, as well as environmental effects, 
should also be considered as decision factors. Additional, page speci lie comments on !he 
draft EIS relative to TRW are enclosed. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

[ The U.S. Fish and Wiidiife Service (FWS), under the aulhorily of the Endangered Species 
C Act (16 U.S.C., el seq), concurs with !he •no effect" determina tion far threatened and 

endangered species and crliical habitat. Fur ther consultation is not needed unless 
project plans ore altered. 

Other Fish and Wildlife Resources 

D r The DEIS, Including proposed mitigation measures, adequately addresses fish and wildlife 
concerns. None al the alternailves would appear lo hove signi ficant unavoidable impacts 

A. [Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS for the final comparison of the 
routes and selection of route E4-1 R. 

!El [Please refer to response L of comment letter 21. 

C [ Comment is noted. 

D [Comment is noted. 
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Mr. Jomes 0. Davies 2 

D l
-to important wildlif� habitats. We note that the environmentally preferred route would 
be localed farther from known roptor nests as well as being located beyond the viewshed 
of key observation points within Theodore Roosevelt Notional Pork. 

E 

Mineral Resources 

The DEIS includes o good summary of geology, mineral resources, and mineral resource 
impacts. The analysis concludes tho! potential mineral rsource Impacts are low and that 
no mineral resources In the area ore of such unique nature as to warrant changes in the 
transmission line route. Although the Burem.i of Mines (BOM) concurs !hot the overall 
mineral resource impact of eoi:h route is low, - two alternative routes, including the 
preferred route, cross active or abandoned mining operations. Accordingly, BOM prefers 
selection of either the refined preferred route which bypasses all mining operations or 
selection of the environmentally preferred olternaliye which hos no effect on developed 
mineral resources. 

Ground Waler 

[The type of coolonl(s) and dielectric(s) lo be used In equipment for the new substation F and in modification of I
.
he 'existing Charlie Creek Substation should be addressed. If 

liquid coolants ore to be used, plans for prevention and containment of spills to protect 
ground waler should be Indicated. 

Specific Comments [Additional page specific comments on the DEIS are enclosed. 

G In conclusion, given the potential impacts lo TRl'P, roplors, and mineral resources, the 
Deportment of the Interior recommends that the environmentally preferred alternative 
be selec led. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

jjpLl.wo.. Ill �Y:lvma§--
../trrRobert F. St�wor�enlol Officer tJ Regional Environ 

Enclosure 

-� 

TABLE 11-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 30 

Enclosure I 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
CHARLIE CREEK-BELFIELD DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

H selecting a propo or preferred route for the project.-• ls one of the major phases of 
lPoqe 111, porogro:i• Item 5 stoles that •.-1

.

dentlfylng the least Impact locollons and 

the project. This porogroph does not slate that the economics of line construction Is a 
primary cri teria for route selection. While the document goes on lo analyze 
environmental Impacts, It selects tho preferred route based on primarily economic 
concerns. 

J 

Page Iv, �rogroph 5. The referenced scenic quality scale needs lo be identtlled as to 
who deve oped I t  and what areo of- the country I I  was developed . to measure or 
represent. The scale should be provided as on appendix. Class C, upland rol ling plains, 
rnoy ".-express little variety In form, line, color or texture.-• but when rolling plolns 
provide o background to rugged, colorful badlands the resulting visual quality ls by for 
the highest In North Dakota. These ore the -views currently enjoyed by nearly 500,000 
people each year from Pointed Canyon overlook, Buck Hill, and trolls In the eastern port 
of TR�P. These views would be degraded by towers and power lines If constructed on 
the preferred route. 

Poqes vi and vii, Section G.2. Impacts lo the Humm Environment. This section Implies 
that very few concerns were expressed during the scoping process with respect lo visual 
impacts on views from TRW. To the contrary, pork staff hove provided numerous 
writ ten comments, verbal testimony al o public meeting In Belfield on September 15, 
1987, and verbal comments al several meetings with WAPA representatives throughout 
the- scoping process. In addition, let ters lo WAPA- frorri the Theodore Roosevelt Nature 
and History Association, the North Dakota Congressional Oelegollon, the North Dakota 
Tourism Promotion Department, the Governor of North Dakota, and the Sierra Club, oll 

·expressed grove concern over the western corridor and Inadequate treatment of visual 
Impairment Issues by WAPA. Also, a large number of news stories on North Dakota 
television and In newspapers have mode It obvious that many groups and Individuals 
oppose any line which would lmpcict vlewsheds used by Notional Pork visitors. [The first paragraph In Section G.2 mentions a primary concern expressed by public 

K comment as being effects on agricultural practices. While these Impacts do oppeor 
minimal as slated, easily understood quantification should be provided lo sUpporl the 
statement. Study of- other ports of the document reveals only 6.4 acres of cropland 
would be encumbered by towers on the entire length of the line. 

L 
[Page vii, paragraph 5. Distant views should be considered In assessing visual resources 

from view points wi thin the pork because good air quality and expansive vlslos ore port 
of the visitor experience In North Dakota. To Ignore the effects of this line on distant 
views from the pork ls to disregard on Important envlrorvnental Impact of the project. 

E [ C?mment is noted 

F [Western will evaluate the need for oil-containment equipment and develop Spill 
Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plans, as required. 

G [Comment is noted, see response to comment A. 

[The envlronmentaHy preferred corridor was Identified on the basis of least 
potentlal Impacts. The agency preferred corridor was selected on the basis of 

H engineering and economic factors, after It was recognized that the overall level 
of potential environmental Impacts as well as Impacts for the two routes were 
not slgnlflcantly different. As Indicated In chapter I of the FEIS, the proposed 
route now supports the environmental preference. 

J 

[Criteria for scenic quality are based on the 
Management Vol. 2, (VMS) and are 

. 

consistent 
Also see response to convnent L of letter 21. 

Forest Service Visual Resource 
to those applied to the LMNG. 

The cited section Is In the Environmental Consequences section of the Executive 

Summary of the DEIS. This section does not Imply that there were few concerns 

expressed. It simply provides a brief statement of the potential visual effects of 

the proposed project. TRNP has provided consistent input to Western regarding 

their concerns for visual Impacts to the Park, and Western has worked with the 

·Park to more clearly delineate just what those Impacts could be. We have 

continued to seek a resolution that would be satisfactory to all concerned. 

Western consulted with Park personnel in determining that steel pole H-frame 

structures would be less visually intrusive than steel lattice. At the request of the 

TRNP. Western Identified two local reroutes In the southern half of the western 

corridors and evaluated their potential visual impacts. Following the 

Jmnouncement of the agency preferred corridor In September 1 987, Western 

received a number of letters as indicated in the comment. We will continue to 

_ coordinate with concerned agencies, groups, and individuals. 

K [ Comment Is noted. 

[Western has gone to great lengths to assess the distant views from TRNP, as 
L well as out to 3 miles from residential views, as discussed In chapter IV of the 

DEIS. 
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TABLE 1 1-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

LETTER 30 

Mr. Jomes D. Davies 2 [The losl sentence In G.2 Is confusing and peri>aps misleading. When considering a visual 
M Intrusion lrom a view point within a National Pork where unobslruc led, noluroi views ore the purpose of visitor use al the view point, lhe minimum lmpocl of any Intrusion which 

M ••• wouid always hove some visual presence� would be high lo extreme, not low as slated In ihe document. 

N 1 1-9, 111-1, IV- 1 ,  and IV-2) which deal with Impacts af fecting TRl'P foll lo show the pork. 
[On � the mop referenced here (Figure 1 1-6) and all  foid-oul mops (porllcuioriy l i-0, 

This shortcoming hos been pointed out lo WAPA since early In the scoping process. This severly limits reviewers Clbillty to unders tand and comment on visual impocls lo pork visitors. 

0 
Page x, paragraphs 5, 6, and 7 stole that lhe two primary routes being considered were 
nearly equal In environmenlol lmpocl concern. A l though environmenlol lmpocls lo 
residences, croplands, and National Grasslands ore nearly equal on the two routes, the 
vlsuol Intrusion lo 500,000 National Pork visitors each year os o resul t  of using the western corridor make the eastern route <Eli-I) preferable. These visual Impacts on the park hove been Inadequately assessed and considered In the EIS. As a result, the decision favoring nou1e W I-I  Is apparently based on economics (shorter line, less private land t o  cross, thus less right-of way costs and possibly slightly l es s  dif ficult access and construction). There Is no careful analysis mode or actual cost Increases which might be Incurred on Route E4-1, bul the esllmoted ID percent, when considered throughout the iile of the line (50 years minimum) seems inconsequential as compared lo the potential .economic lmpocls to the tourism Industry of North Dakota. 

[Page xi, 2. Visual Resources. No mention Is mode here of visual Impacts on TRl'P or IP visilors lo the pork. Tbis Impact is the prlmorl' envlronmenlol lmpocl of lhe proposed line. [Poqe 1-3, lost paragraph. As noied In the EIS, lhere appears lo be some poienliol for 
future expansion al the electrical transmission system In North Dakota. A mo)or concern 

Q wlih the selection of the preferred corridor Is that odditlonoi lines would be erected In 
lhe corridor, thus Increasing the visual intrusions lo view points within TRl'P. Selecting 
ihe eastern most (environmentally preferred) corridor eosl of U.S. Highway 85 would be 
much more acceptable since no Intrusion on TRl'P would result from further line 
construction in that corridor. 

[Page 1 1-2. As was suggesled during scoping, on additional ol lernollve should be seriously 
R considered. This suggested ol lernolive would route the proposed line near U.S. Highway !IS where several transmission lines already exit. This proposed routing would ellmlnole 

boih land use concerns and major environmentol lmpocts.· 

S 
rPoge 1 1-27, paragraph J.b. E:tcludlng c ilne corridor odjocenl to U.S. Highway 85 because 

al "development• ls not o logical conclusion since In other sec!lons of the EIS, WAPA 
considers a 1 /4 mile set bock adequate lo prevent significant int rusion. Along the 
highway, o set bock of 1 /4 mile or more is possible but not really necessary since power 

TABLE 1 1-3 (continued). COMPLETE LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

lETIIER 30 

Mr. Jomes D. Davies J 

S 
lllnes already exist. A new line, adjacent lo present lines,, would provide minimal 

additional lmpoct to the developed areas along lhe highway. 

T 

Tobie 1 1-4, page II-J I .  W e  question ihe low avoidance seleclion criierlo established for 
designated view points within TRl-P. Bl' strict definition oi lhoi, crilerio, as per ihe 
table, low avoidance rits. However, when considering major visitors oliraclions (up lo 
500,000 visitors per year) where the primary vlsi l purpose is unobs irucled nolurol 
iandscope viewing, any man-mode visual Intrusions should be considered high avoidance. 

_For urban and residential visual resources, selection criteria should toke into account 
existing vlsuol lntruslons. Where l ransmlssion lines, buildings, and other visual Int rusions 
exist, the selection criteria for a new intrusion would be low ii normal setback (I /4 mile) 
were used. This table misrepresents the visual impacts of the proposed line. In oddi llon, 
the visual resources of the Little Missouri Notional Grasslands were not clearly 
considered in the table or text. The agency preferred route would cross 6 miles of the 
Notional Grassland while the environmentally preferred route would cross only 1.7 
miles. One of the major uses/resources of the Notional Grosslonds, according lo the 
managing agency (U.S. Forest Service), ls recreation. Impacts to visual resources and 
recreational uses should be fully analyzed and mode a port of the assessment. 

[Page 1 1-43, Tobie 1 1-7. While the environmental preference ranking in this table appears 
U reasonable, the l'PS questions whether land use and agriculture should receive higher 

consideration than visual resources. i'PS believes that �he degradation of economically 
and environmentally imporlonl viewsheds ls the most signi ficant impact of the proposed 
actDon. 

· 

[Page 1 1-44, paragraph ). The second lo the lost sentence should include a slolemenl thoi 
V E4-1 �s also pre ferable because It hos no visual Impact on TRI\? or lhe pork's visliors' 

exper 1ence. 

[Page 1 1-44 and several !ables compare roules using number of miles of cropland crossed 
W by the proposed line. NPS recommends lhoi lhese figures l>e replaced with the oclual 

number of acres (about 6.4) token oul of production by the line. [Poqe l l-44, paragraph 6. lhis porogroph slates that the decision lo recommend Roule 
Wr-IR as the agency preferred route was mode using slriclly economic foclors. 

:X Economic foclors oliec!ing the Norih Ool<olo tourism Industry were not Included in lhe 
EIS, were nol considered, ond oppcrenlly ployed no part in !he decision. II the economics 
of line construction Is lo be considered cs a factor In route selection, !hen so should 
tourism economics ond envlronmenlol effects. 

[Page 1 1-45, Tobie 11-S. Many lnieresled agencies and individuals hove provided WAPA 
y with wrlllen and oral testimony oo concerns lor visual lmpocls of this project on view 

points within TRl'P. However, these impacts were not Included In lhe ''Visual impacts" 
section of the table. Their inclusion would show Roule W l -IR the only corridor which 
lmpacls lhe pork • 

M [TRNP staff concurred with the Impact characterizations while maintaining Iha! any 
level of Impact Is unacceptable to Ille Park. [In response to comments by TRNP personnel regarding this matter, Western 

N appended maps providing coverage of the Parle in relation to the study area to 
display maps for lhe planning workshops. The DEIS describes the relative 
location of the Parle and study area and it ls depicted In figures 11-2, IV-3, IV-4, 
and IV-5. The Park would not frt on the large foldout maps without either 
reducing the scale of the maps or using wider paper. 

O [Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS. 

P [As Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become a modified veralon 
of E4-1 . The eastern route will avoid visual Impacts to views from TRNP. [There are no known plans nor any future projected needs for additional 

Q transmission lines in the area. The most likely speculation calls for expansion of 
the 345-kV system to the west into Montana or south into South Dakota. In 
either case, such a project would almost certainly begin at the Belfield Substation. 
A line into Montana could possibly parallel the existing Dickinson-Dawson County 
230-kV transmission line which is routed south of TRNP. 

As was indicated In the DEIS, a Highway 85 corridor was considered during the 
early phases of the environmental study. Such a corridor would have greater 

R I land use and visual impacts than either of the two corridors lo the east oi !he 
highway. In a July 15, 1 987, letter to Western, TRNP indicated that U.S. Highway 
85 Is "a primary route for tourism from Canada to North Dakota and other slates" 
and "it seems appropriate to maintain scenic vistas west of Highway 85 toward 
the badlands.• II Highway 85 is a major route for tourists, it would seem that a 
large transmission line on either side of lhe road would create visual impacts and 
a negative Influence on tourism. 

S [See response to comment L 

T [Please refer to response F of comment letter 21. 

U [Please refer to response l of comment letter 21, as well as chapter I of the FEIS. 

V [As Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become a modified verslol'l 
o! E4-1 . The eastern route will avoid visual Impacts to views from TRNi". 

W [Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS. 

:X [Please refer to response l of comment letter 21 end chapter I ol FEIS. 

y [As Indicated 111 chapter I, the proposed route h&s become a modified version 
ol IE4-�. The eastern route will avoid visual impacts to views irom TRNP. 
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Page 11 1-3, poragrQh 3. This statement Ignores the fact that three large power lines 
currently porallel •s. Highway 85 within the study area. These lines make that area a 
"utility corridor• which should be seriously considered for all future line construction 
(including this project) • .  If Route Wl-IR ls selected, It  may become the utility corridor 
of the future, and any future transmission lines desired in the area will also become 
Intrusions to views from the major view points In TRl'P (thus resulting In cumulative impacts to the Pork directly resulting from. this action). These cumulative Impacts 
should be clearly specified and analyzed in the EIS. 
Page 11 1-6, b. Key observation Points. This definition hos two major problems tram the Notional Pork Service (l'PS) perspective. First of oil, It assumes that intrusions to visual 
resources become less significant as they move further away. This Is true when distance 
results In the Intrusion becoming Invisible, but from view points where viewers desire 
unobstrctued, sweplng landscapes, � visual Intrusion regardless of distance will degrade the view. Towers slcyllned or contrasted against landscape background should be 
considered just as Intrusive at whatever range they may be visible. Secondly, distance 
zone No. 3 in that paragraph seems to assume that distant vistas ore always "seldom­
seen" and ore not as susceptible to visual Intrusions os ore foreground or middle ground 
views. This ls not true, particularly In areas where sweeping vistas, distant horizons, ond clean air � the resource of major recreatlonol/esthetlc Importance. Such Is the case In North Dakota ond porliculorly In TRW. [Page Hl-7, poroqro� d. Visual Objectives. Vlsuol Quality Objectives (VQOs) ore U.S. Forest Service sto ords and Should not be applied to Notional Pork Service visual 
resources or viewsheds of lmpOriOOcelo Notional Pork visitors. The objectives and 
mandates of the two agencies ore different, thus the amount of acceptable degradation 
lo any given resource cannot be defined or measured using the some set of standards for 
both agencies. [Page 111-8, paragraph 4. 1987 Visitation for TRW was 431 ,377 visits; 204,081 visited 
Pointed Canyon. 

Pages 111-1 1 and 1 2, C. · Socioeconomic Resources. More detail should be provided as lo 
the Importance of tourism (and, consequently, TRW) to the economy of the region and 
state. Tourism now ranks in the top three Industries In North Dakota. The Pork ls a 
significant port of that Industry and one of the only areas In the state where visitors may 
experience landscapes reminiscent of the 18th and 19th century and truly get the feeling 
of open range and the old west. It ls possible to construct this power line without 
Impacting this Industry al all. However, the agency-preferred route will seriously impact 
some of the resources Important to tourism In North Dakota. [Page 111-36, c., d., and e. Since all wetlands In oil three routes ore sponnoble, each 
paragraph should contain that statement. As written, It appears only the wetlands ln the 
Refined Agency Preferred Route ore sponnoble. 
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[Page IV-3. Residual Impact. The envlrorvnentol comparisons here show no reason to 
choose one route over another - they ore nearly equal In Impact. However, beginning on 
page IV-4, the discussion of visual Impacts make lt obvious that the Agency Preferred 
Route hos substantial Impact on views from lmporlant overlooks in TRW. 

[f'l>S questions the low to moderate assessment of these Impacts. As discussed 
previously, because of the purpose and number of visits to the overlooks, becouse of the 
rolling terrain which wlll not screen or absorb towers visible from the overlooks, and . . 
because of the projected long life of this line, the visual Impacts to TRW visitors will be 
high to extreme. [Even If the low lo moderate Impact roting assigned to towers seen from the Pork ls 
considered accurate, there ls slgnl ficontly more environmental Impact from the agency 
preferred route than there ls from the environmentally preferred route. 

-Page IV-6 and 7.3. Residual Impacts. The residual Impacts of the power line on views 
from TRl\P ore understated. Since the entire purpose of visits to the Key Observation 
Points (KOPs) ln TRW Is to view the natural landscape, every degradation ls signi ficant 
and every year degradation continues, the residual effect becomes greater. Assuming 
visitation remains static, In SO years, 12 1 /2 million people will be exposed to views of 
the power line from TRl'P. Carrying this further and adding on economic factor, lt  wlll 
cost about $.08 per visitor to use the envirorvnentolly preferred route and prevent 
degradation of these views. This figure Is based on EIS estimates of added construction 
costs of the longer route. 

[The photo simulations showing potential views of the line from KOPs within TRW ore 
very poorly reproduced on pages IV-1 2  through 17 In the DE

.
IS. The actual simulations ore 

qui le good and hove been studied by many Interested people. The comments received on 
the simulations strongly support use of the envlrorvnentolly preferred route. 

Page IV-19, paragraph 6 lost line. If there Is some outhorltotive or documentary 
evidence that the propos� degrodOtlon of visual resources will not affect the tourism 
economy of the region and the state, It should be cited. At the conclusion of the 
research currently underway on visitor expectations ond contribution to .. the North 
Dakota economy, WS should hove evidence to support or refute such a statement, The 
Notional Pork Service strongly believes, as a result of other research, that quality of 
experience con be tronsloted into economic effect. High quality resource protection and 
full realization of visitor expectations translates directly to longer stays and/or repeat 
visits. Continued inroads on visual resources at TRW will reduce the quality of visitors' 
experiences. Since viable alternatives to resource degradation exist In this case, It does 
not seem worth the risk to build the line on the agency preferred route. 

LL r Page IV-38, N. Cumulative lmpoc:ts. Third paragraph, first line, the word "western" I should be changed to "eastern." 

Z [Please refer to response L of comment letter 30. 

ewe recognize the concerns that the NPS has for impacts to TRNP. The criteria AA used in the visual assessment are consistent with Forest Service VMS criteria. 

[There is no Intention of confusing NPS and Forest Service criteria or management 
BB objectives. It should be noted, however, that the Forest Service vao of partial 

retention on LMNG was assigned to protect Impacts to TRNP. 

CC [Comment is noted. 
prepared. 

Only 1986 data were available at the time the DEIS was 

DD [A:J Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become a modified version 

of E4-1. The eastern route will avoid vlsual Impacts to views from TRNP. 

EE [Comment Is noted. 

FF [Comment is noted. Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS. 

GG [Please refer to response F of comment letter 21. 

HH [As Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become a modified version 
of E4-1. The eastern route will avoid visual Impacts to views from TRNP. 

II 

JJ 

[Please refer to response L of comment letter 21 and chapter I of FEIS. 

�Comment Is noted. A:J Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become 
a modified version of E4-1. The eastern route will avoid visual Impacts to 
views from TRNP. 

KK [Please refer to response L of comment letter 21. 
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This section Implies lhai since !here ore olready some visual Intrusions in the oreo, !he 
cumulotlve efiecl of one more will nol moke much dl !ference. A greol deol of el lorl hos 
been expended by the Notional Pork Service, Bureou of Lond Manogemeni, U.S. Foresi 
Service, vorious oH companies, Bosln Eleclrlc Cooperollve, end olhen lo minimize or 
eliminole vlsual and other int rusions on vlsllor experiences in TRW. Use of nohirol 
screening, camouflage, resfricllng activity lo low visi lor use seasons, eic., have all 
greatly reduced resource and visitor experience Impacts ossacialed with TRW. \lie know 
i i ls possible · for agencies and industry la cooperate and successfully m! ligaie 
unacceptable environmental Impacts because the current lnl ruslons near !he park ore a l  
a n  absolute minimum cs compared lo who! could hove occurred wllhoul work and 
cooperation. We ore convinced the potential Impact of this project con be ellmlnaiecll 

_without Incurring unocceptable costs by selecting the environmentally preferred roule. 

MM f Page IV-40, Tobie IV-4. A similar table should be prepared for the envlronmenioli)f lprelerred route. Then a simple summary could compare the two rouies. 

NN 

00 

[Page IV-42, parooraph I .  This parograph should be expanded la project the number of 
vlsi tors who would be exposed lo degraded views which include the proposed llne aver lhe 
projected line IHe. See N'S projected figures earlier in these comments. 

Page IV-43, Table IV-5. Under Recreation and Preservollon, ihere wlii  be Impacts 
associated with the line on the Nallonol Grasslands. Esihellc values will be reduced and 
there wil l  be some habi tat loss. The choice of the environmentally preferred roule would 
red.uce this Impact since the amount of grasslands crossed will be reduced. 

Also on the table, the Visual Resource category would rcelve subslonllaiiy less 
degradation, particularly that assaclaled with TRNP, by the seleclicn of the 
environmentally preferred roule. 
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NO lOTA 
State of North Dakota 

� .. -.: '\,,\,. ... :.,,/• �., ...... .. , .. 
OfflCI Of TH! GOVUNO& 

BISMARCI'. NORTH DAl'OTA sasos 
(701) 224-2200 

..... 

GEORGE A. SINNEJ. i:i:lii'i:i1iUA 
':\,1llGSW'I--;;_- -.;= 

GOVllNOJ. 

A 
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AND LIEUTENANT COV!IUIOll. LLOYD B. OtmAHL . -�.L ; 
ON Tli! PllOPOSAL OF ;:A\T-; 

VESTEll.H AREA POllEll. ADHINlSTRATION 
FOR THE CHARLIE CREEJ:-BELFIELD TRAllSHISSlON LINE 

July 28. 1988 

Firat of •11, ve v•nt to thank the Western Are• Power Aasociation and 
it• at•f f for the excellent cooperation tha State of North Dakota has 
received in th• proceeding• involving the propoaod Charlie 
Creek-Belfield TranamiHion Lin• Proj ect. Va •r• especially 
appraciativ• of the reaponaiv•n••• of th• VAPA •taff to all persona 
and group• int•re•t•d in the Tran••iHion Lina . The ataff has 
d•mon•trated true prof•••ionali .. and aenaitivity in it• conduct .  

Th e  Theodor• Roo•evel t  National 'Memorial Park haa been the 
centerpiece of North Dakota ' •  natural attraction• ainca its 
creation. Through the yaera, the nuabor of out-of-atat• viaitan 
attracted to thia •cenic area baa incraeHd continuously •• it has 
becoma ona oi the last unmarred •C•nic beauties in I.aerie•. During 
tbia time , North D•kot•n• h•ve j••loualy guarded the Badland& acenic 
•r••• froa • l l  •void•ble intru•iona. Consequently, the Park today 
still provide• ove•oa• view• of natural beauty unmarred by artificial 
structures . Whether or not futur• ganarationa will be able to share 
this beauty vill b• detarminad by this generation and the deciaiona 
it makea about development in the area. 

Becaua• deciaiona to erect artificial atructurea in the vicinity of 
tbeae scenic points vill hava panuinent impact on future generationa , 
we aust proceed cautioualy in the con•ideration of propoula to 
change tba land•cape .  Naedl••• to •ay, va are concerned about the 
po••ibla affect• on th• Park of the proposal to build a 345 kV power 
line froa Charlie Creek to Belf iald. Any route that would bring th• 
line into priaary •cenic viawa of the Park warrant• concern. 

While eefeguerding the naturel beeuty of the Perk is of primary 
importance , thi• is not a question of eeathetica removed from the 
real vorld of dollar• and cents. Spectacular scenery ia a markatabla 
c011mOdity. Th• beauty of tha Badlands i• in it• boundleaanes•, it• 
untouched ch•r•ctar, and it• ua•pailed nature . Th•t baauty •ttr•ctad 

Ll [As stated on page IV-38, there would be cumulative negative visual impacts to 
TRNP associated with route W1-R1 . Selection of the environmentally preferred 
route as the agency-preferred route avoids these impacts. 

MM [Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS. 

N NI [Please refer to chapter I of the FEIS. 

00 [Comment is noted. 

A [Thank you for your comment. As Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route 
has become a modified version of E4-1 . The eastern route will avoid visual 
Impacts to views from TRNP. 
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A 

more than 400 , 000 visitors to Theodore Roosevelt National Park last 
year. Those visitors spent money in North Dakota , making the 
National Park a valuable economic resource for our growing tourism 
industry. 

We are not oblivious to the economic ramifications involved in 
routing the line . A judicious balancing of the economic 
considerations and the permanent scenic beauty can result in a 
routing that vill keep the Park ' s  natural beauty intact without undue 
economic sacrifice. In our perapective , one of the more eastern 
corridors vould protect the park vhile at the aame time avoiding an 
onerous burden in a 50-year authorization program involving over one 
million people. 

Sincerely, 

2 
//' , . 

� u J ... • <--?«-.,_, 

Geor� Sinner 
Governor 

GAS:JSC:ksp 

�/)- i/0 7 . I f��$. f./J.(/j_L/ /f 
Lt. Governor 
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BOX 186 
MEDORA, NORTH DAKOTA 58645 

Conanents on Draft Environmental 
Xmpact Statement DOE/EXS-0134-D 
Charlie Creek To Belfield Transmission Line Project, North Dakota 

Medora Chamber of Commerce 
Box 186 
Medora , North Dakota 
58 6 4 5  

The Medora Chamber o f  Conanerce supports the EXS and WAPA' s  
environ�en tally preferred route, the eastern corridor, E4-l. 
The negative visual impact · the " otber route wou ld create would have 
an economic impact on the tourist industry, which wou ld create a loss 
of jobs and create a threat to small business in the area. We do 
not believe the environmental impact statement adequaltely or 
accurately analyzes the full environmental impact. Specific answers 
to the questions and objections stated in the comments on the draft by 
the superintendant of Theodore Roosevelt National Park need to be 
addressed. Any money saved by the route near the Park would be lost 
in economic impact to the tpurist industry. 

President Elect 

.,[b, . -/4'/ �� , 

;�;:re� 

A (!tease refer to comment L of letter no. 21 and comments A·I of letter no. 10. 
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"Once upon a time in the West" 

Peaceful Valley orailrides, 9nc. 
P.O. Box 1 97 

Medora. ND 58645 
Phone (701) 623-4496 

Conunents on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DOE/EIS-0134-D 
Charlie Creek to Belfield Transmission Line Project, North Dakota 

Wally Peaceful Valley Trailrides Inc. 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park 
Medora, North Dakota 58645 

The visual impact the Transmission Line Project would create , 
if allowed other than the eastern corridor , E4-l , would have 

A [Please refer to our comments 0-L of letter no. 21 . 

a direct �ffect on my business. The quests who visit our ranch 
in Theodore Roosevelt National Park visit it for the environmental 
experience not available where they come from. They frequently conunent 
on the view and are amazed by the visual splendor ·of Theddore-Roosevelt . 
National Park. Newspapers and writ�rs · visit us and take home stories 
of the area and its vast views , sunsets and sunrises. The visual 
impact of the Park is critical to the visitors enjoyment of the Park. 
one only has to view the park from Painted Canyon to appreciate the 
importance of the view and listen and watch the impact it has on 
visitors to our state. The eastern corridor , E4-l is the only responsible 
corridor for the Transmission line. Any other route visible from any 
area of the park would be economic and morally irresponsible . 

Sincerely 

Wally OWen 

Happy Trail" Wally Owen and DeeAnn Daertsch 
(Pronri,..tnr<l 
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HORTH DAKOTA 
GAME & FISH 
DEPARTMENT 

JOO - - �  -- -· - -·--
-= flDJl .111.QIO 

.,,_,, ... � end ,..,,.,,-

J1nies D. Dnls 
8 1 1 1 1  ngs Area Manager 
Western Aru P-r Adlllnl stratlon 
P.O. 8011 35800 
111 1 1  lngs, KT 59107-5800 

.llugust 1. 1988 

.::it - ---1 
MC ,  '88 I 

I 
· .  ·"-

- ... . 
I ;. �;·.· 1 ;4;;w.�" . 

��()a ,,., _ 
�:__,=. ; 

RE: Clllrl le Creek-Belfield Project DEIS _.__ _ __ ._ 

Dur Hr. Dnls: 

A En'l'! ro.-nlll l11pact Stlt-nt for the Charl ie Creek-Bel field Tr1nsalsslon line 
Pro�ct. We hne re•lewed the project DEIS and Is generally adequlle In 

[This letter I s  I n  response to your request for coonents regarding th• Draft 

· 1ddresslng wildl i fe needs. As 111 the altern1tlns being consi dered are pro­
jected to hne low lnlthl and only modest longterw effects on wlldl lfe resour­
ces our rema i ning concerns are relltlnly generi c  In nature. [It Is our current undersUndlng that regardless of the final route sel ected the 
trusal sslon l i ne wi l l  wherenr sslble span all woody draws , rlparhn habl-B lits, and wetlands: thus •lnl•tzf:g l111p1cts to these significant 

_

wlldl lfe. habi­
tats. It Is further our understanding that no l arge wetland c.,..,lexes or 
concentrations of pothol e wetlands are crossed by any to the . proposed alter­
natlns. These are l111port111t wlldl tf• concerns. Pleau 1nfol'll us If we are 
I ncorrect 111 these •tten. 

We thank 7ou for the opportun1t7 to �t Oii th• proposed project. If JOU 
han 1111 questions please fffl free to co11t1ct our DepartMllt. 

Sh1ceret1. 

l.f:� c-1ss1:::9•� 
DLH/AD/cg 

Dolo L. ""­COMMISSIONER 
Chodn H. �  DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

!Im'•-

A [ Convnent noted. 

B [This paragraph accurately pGftraYS circumstances with respect to wldllfe 
.habitat along the proposed route (E4-1R). 
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- L - --
-..... --___ ......_ 

.. ...... 
---

-.-. ..... .. 
.......... 

.... ___ __ 
-

a:on.uru• or the tlnfttd �totu. 'lfC!Al flt{.�:_ 
tlftlt If 'l\lprualmlbu · MG l O'SL-3.�. ---

Kr. J-• D. Dmwlu 

tllubln_gta. �a: ltJIJ • 

Aoopat 2. 19U 

Are• Ha,..1er. V••t•n Ana '-r AdalabtraU• r.o. Boa: 33100 
llllllnaa. Mont.... 59107-5000 

Daer Hr. Dmwl••• ·--·--·-

I - wrlt1111 la na•rda ta ,..r r-t ,.._.1 of - altarutln 
rout•• for the pl..,.... ,_r11na 111 -t•rn •rtla DUata. I .... r•talld 
tut the•• altarutln routu. wlllcla J'OU propomad I• a Jul)' 21, ltll 
uatln1 la 11-rct. an aa-tlall1 aodlflcatl- of t  ... •1anc1 
pref•rr .. watera _,.t �ta. 

A Althouah J'OUr - altanmtln r .. tea r....,• -hat the wlaual 
I-ct t• the uJor •I-Ins polntm ud trail• vltllla t ... 'lhaodore 
•-••nlt llatl-1 Part. the •1-1 '-ct I• atlll -captalala. 'Iha 
altarutha routu atlll poll•t• t ... .-le ...... tJ' af the Part'• f­
••pand•• •I-. HJ poaltl• ,._1 .. t ... -• I fMl tllat the 
aHlr-tallJ preferred rout•. vlllcll nae al-. U. ... tan corridor, 
la tha •lJ' acceptable route. 

'!hara are a -lier of tlllnsa at la- nprdlaa the -tl'llCtlou of 
thla ..-r11ne. rlrat la U. prlcalua -1..-tal buutJ of ti. 
wHt opon badlanda. °"'" -t att..,t ta put UJ' price taa ou the 
l•portanca of ulntal•lns• u ... t .,. ca11. the .. t.ral ..,... buutJ' of ti. 
Nortll n.tota badl....Sa. s.con.i. altll09all .,. caa •lJ' apocolata at the 
potantlal •�le coat of tha 1..,.ct the -t•n - will llan on 
tour l- la the atat•• It doaa Mt ult• -• ta tliraatn It -.. r11,.. 
The anwlc-tall1 pnfarnt r•t• a1-1 the ... tan corridor I• a 
l•gltW.lalJ' -•Ible rout• that will not tllnat• i-rs- to the -t 
apactacular w1- 111 •rtll Dllliota. 

r1 ... 11,., the -10.-tellJ prefernt ro.t•• which I eupport. will 
ultlutelJ not nnlt la • alplflcant I-=- la cu-r ratu. I 
undentud that tllla route. vblcll nae al-a the ... ten corridor. la 
eatlutad to coat addltlooal _,. I tlllu u..t - ....S to put tllla 
fl1ura 111 por.,.ctln. 'Iha -rall co•t of U. ,_r11ne will lie 
dlatrlbutad -• four •tat .. - apread •t -r a 1..,1 porlod of tW.. 
TIMI addltl-1 co•t• vhea pat Into c..t .. t. la Mt •lplflcant eoouah to 
J ... t111 the -1r-te1 .._,. - tllnat te llortJa DUota toarl- tllat 
raaull• (o .. the ., .. tan ••t ro.ta. 
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Hr ... Jame• D. Davl•• 

August 2, 1988 
page two l I greatly appreciate your opennas• to public Hntlaent and your 

A wlll lngne•• to consider alternative• to acco.mod

. 

at• a�l tho•• vho have 

Interest In thh -tter. I hope you vlll haar the concern• of ayaalf and 

of many other• vho ar• comltlacl to protecting t ... natural, acanlc beauty 

of the North Dmkota Badlanda. �nee y, 

_!!f:I., Congrua 
L Dora•n 

Bl.Diglr 

A [Comment• noted. Aa Indicated In chapter I, the proposed route has become 
a modlfted version of E4-1. The eastern route wlD avoid visual lmpaela to 

views from mNP. 
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"'!;i� i'lLE coPfl 
Auguat !! ,  19P.!' 4Gt 0'88 I 

.,.,_ ----
·:� .. ..--..--

�eatern Area Power Ad•lnl atratlon 
Jnmee D. Davl e s ,  Area Manager 
P . O .  Box 35'!00 .�:., www 1 a I 
Blll lnga , Montana 591 07-5800 
Dear �r. Dav l as : 

I agrea vl th the ¥astern Area Power A��lnla tratlon f�·�·
�� the "�astern �orrldor• ( Wl - 1 ) for tb• "Chnrl l• =ree�-BJ:!OJrl 

�lectrl cal Transmlaalon Llne. I hove aa varal polnta to make re­la t l  ve to the "Acenc7• route aelectlon :  

A [ I ) .  Obvloua aavl nge o r  about one �lll lon dolloro l n  the aelec­
tlon or the ·�eatern• route veraua the ·�atern• route. I heard 
ron:i3l teatl �on7 in Grnas7 Butte , Jul7 �5 . l�P.8 , fro2 the Pr••ldent 
or �ea t  Pl a l n a  Ele�trlc Coo p ,  that 1r th• �stern route were 
�hoaen n coa t  l n::re3ae for power uao�9 or between oaven nn� ten 
nereent would be ehargei . 

B 

� ) .  I r  the �a3tern rou t e  vera ehoaen , further 3 e velo��ent . o f  
3ll 3nd e o a  ln t h e  Llttle ln i re �11 ! l •l J vou l �  ba rei ur.e� . I 
o� aure t�at plneln� another traoo� l • e l on l ln• next to Eaaln 
�l ectrl c ' a  3�5 �� axlat lnc l lne, 7ou �ulj flnJ t�• power l l na 
ne�r or ?OB&l bl7 ovar the top or •�l • t l ng pro1 u c 1 n �  well o l tea. 
� � l o  i;ouli be�o�� 3 bl� �roble• tr t�a �orrldor were �la�ei 
l n  t�P. "wl n l ow" o r  3 d rl l l l n g  al te. I !  t�ere W3U!i ba 9� �ondar7 
,ni t e r� lar7 recover7 or o l l  the "!aatarn• rou t e  voul J be a 
hln·J ernnce to oll d e velop·unt ln t!le J.l t tle lCnl te O l l  Fl eld . 

J ) .  0 1 1  an� gas product.ton t11xea anl ro7'll t l e a  T.l,:ht be eur­
talle� lr tbe "Ea3�ern• route vere .!�oa ar. , be.:ause � e·1elo111:ent 
o� t"ie J,l ttle 'tnl h Oll ::'leU vl11 • � ;iani toi;aria t':e eoat 3n ! 
sou:.':. 

�leoae t�t• thoae po lnta lato �on•l1 erR� lon relut l 7• to un7 j • vln­
tlon rro : the •.ap;en.,7• ;ir,!'erre:! rout•. 

7r::./A.YJ--! Litt'' Jr.: fr. ,..,,.11,'ow#flv.J qs:s"c.. i•t,•,,. P1�-..l,r 

cc : Reprenentatl�e �rron Dorgan 
S•na tor �er.tln r.urJlc� 
Senntor ·:enc. �onroi 
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-c •.._. .... ..._. _ 
_ .. ...... , ...,_ .- . ....... __ ... ..... ...... �'=="-=--­:::.:.:=.·::.�� ..... . cm.. .... -

====.. tlnfttd �tOttJ �matt 9FflCIAL ALE C�F I , _  .. __ ,..,.... :::::.�:i--­=--==.:==- :=.-. �=.:-==-==-==:=-- COIMi9'1U • ..,........notd 
W_ DC _ l_21 AOOt 8'88 -·--- --· .. .. . .... -a. __ _  _ - . ..... _ .. .. ... � . . ......... ----=:=-·------ -- ..,.._ 

·:-� - -.-- ·  .. i 

A 

....,. , ...,... ,. _ _  __ . .... _._ ..._,.... __ __. Au9ua t 15, 1981 
.�..--=! r:t;'·-. ·� �"��,, �"I . . '·' """ ... , 

/JI - '-••"• I &n ...1:!1� - --
' 

� �oj_ - . ii]jk K r .  Jaaes o. oavle• 
Area Kanager 
Western Area Pov•r 
P . O .  Boa lSIDD 
B l l l lng a ,  Kontana 

Ad•iniatration .:-=j-=:·1--
. : 59107 

Ooar Kr. Dav ie• 1 

J •• vr l t l ng re9ardin9 the propo•od Charlie Crook-Be l f i eld 
tran••laelon line. 

Jn recent day•, I hawe recelvod a nu•b•r o f  lottore fro• 
concerned c l t laen• vho bel l••• that th• rout• reco .. onded by 
the Western Ara• Pover Adalnlatrat lon (WAPA) v l l l  have long­
ter•, nog a t l •• ef focta on th• Theodore Rooaevolt Hatlonal Park. 
A• vel l ,  th• North Oakota Tour l•• o f f ice and tho Stato Nl ghvay 
Depart•ent have a l ao oapr••••d oppos i t ion to tho rec0111111ended 
EOUte. 

It aeems clear f tOll the concern• r a l aod by opponent• that WAPA 
•hould recon•lder l ta optlon• and •••k a •ore acceptablo 
rout i ng for tho l lne. Granted, the add i t ional ono • l l l lon 
dollar• In cons truction co•ta •u•t b• an I tem of cona lderatlon. 
However , vhen vleved ln the contex t ,  it ••••• the add i t ional 
one • l l l lon dollar• I •  not too l arge a pr lco to pay to protect 
such a national treaaure •• the Theodor• Rooaev•lt Pa r k .  

Thank you f o r  your cona ideratlon of •Y wieva on th l a  ••tte r .  

W i th k i nd  regarda, I •• 

Sinc•rely, 

,,4'� � �:7: • •  Burdick 

QNB11""v 

CCI Kt. Will ia• Clagget 

A [The costs for the proposed project would be distributed over a multi-stale area 
and distributed ov• the ife of the project. Resultlng coat Increases to users 
would not approach seven to ten percenl 

[ In discussions concerning future plans for the UtUe KnHe Field, the oD field 
B operator, Chevron 011 Company, Indicated that construction of the line In the 

Environmentally Preferred Route would not Impact plans for further development 
of the field. 

A [Comments noted. As Indicated In chapt• I, the proposed route haa become 
- a modified version of E4-1 . The eastern route wDI avoid visual Impacts to 
views from TRNP. 



1 1 1 .  ERRATA AND CHANGES TO THE DEIS 

Page Paragraph /Line Comments 

Table of Contents Section IV-D, #3 "Impacts" should read "Impact". 

Table of Contents Section VI. "Organization" should read 
"Organizations". 

List of Tables Table 1 1 1-2 "Soil" should be "Soils". 

iv 1 /7 Insert a period at the end of the sentence. 

1-2 Figure I nsert "FIGURE 1-1 " In title. 

1 1-1 5 Table 1 1-2 "1 drum pullers" should read "1 drum 
puller". 

1 1-39 Table 1 1-5, Insert a period at the end of the sentence. 
#1 2-F/3 

1 1-41 Table 1 1-5, "feature" should read "features". 
#7/3 

1 1-45 Table 1 1-8 Route W2-1 , State Land Ownership (miles) 
is "O", should read "1 ". 

1 1 1 -3 5/8 Make ".4 miles" read "0.4 mile". 

1 1 1 -3 6/6 Insert the word "mile" after the number 
"0.25". 

1 1 1 -29 1 and 2/ "0.60 miles" should be "0.60 mile". 
6 and 1 1  

1 1 1-30 4/4 Change "Sandberg" to "Sandberg's". 

IV-4 1 /2 "0.5 miles" should read "0.5 mile". 

IV-4 2/5 "route" should read "routes". 

IV-8 2/3 "on Figures IV-3, IV-4, and IV-5." should 
read "on Figures IV-3, IV-4, and IV-5, 
respectively." 

IV-22 1 /7 "adn" should be "and". 

I l l  - 1 
1 1 - 64 

• 



Page Paragraph /line 

IV-22 3 

IV-24 3/4 

IV-24 4/2 

IV-25 4/1 

IV-25 4/2 

IV-30 1 /3 

IV-32 3a/1 

IV-38 6/1 

A-5 5/1 

A-6 4/7 

B-7 U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation 

B-9 Bilbo, B.C. 

B-12 U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation 

B-1 3 Hoover, R.L. 

E-3 Forbs 

E-7 Forbs 

E-1 6 Rodents 

E-1 7 Ungulates 

Comments 

Delete, replace with "Application of committed 
mitigation measures would reduce residual 
impacts to cultural resources to low to 
non-existent. 

Delete "considered In reducing", replace with 
"committed to reduce". i 

Delete "should", replace wlth "will". 

Delete "Recommended". Delete "would be to 
conduct", replace with "consists of". 

Delete ''to modify", replace with "modification 
of'. 

Delete the word "Initial" so the sentence 
begins with "Moderate impact levels . . .  ". 

Delete the word "significant" so the sentence 
would read "All floodplains and wetlands . . .  ". 

/ 
Replace "western" with "eastern". 

Rewrite the sentence to read "This 
sensitivity analysis was completed by 
using those . . •. 

Replace "and" with "an". 

"Ealuation" should be of "Evaluation" 

"Californ + Is" should read "California" 

"Ealuation" should read "Evaluation". 

Omit second reference. 

Omit "Phlox hoodi" or "Phlox". 

Separate "Virglnsbower'' so it reads 
"Virgin's bower''. 

"Hispis pocket moust" should read 
"Hlspi� pocket mouse". 

"Prognhorn" should be "Pronghorn". 

I l l  - 2 

APPENDIX A - BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

On March 31 , 1 987, Western' s wildlife specialist telephoned the Bismarck office of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to request resource information for the proposed Charlie Creek­

Belfield 345kV Transmission Line Project. This initiated informal consultation pursuant to Section 

7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1 973 (P.L. 93205) , as amended. A l ist of threatened and 

endangered species, which may occur in the project area, was provided by the U.S. Fish and 

Wildl ife Service in an April 9, 1 987, letter. Those species were: 1 )  Bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus) as a spring and fall migrant, 2) Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) as a spring 

and fall migrant, 3) Whooping crane (Grus amerlcana) as a spring and fall migrant, and 4) Black­

footed ferret (Mustela niarlpes) as a possible resident in association with prairie dog towns. The 

Ferruginous hawk (Buteo .m.ailli.§) is known to nest In the study area and is considered a 

Category 2 candidate species under the Endangered Species Act. No threatened or 

endangered plant species have been officially l isted for North Dakota. 

Three species appearing on the list of species of concern published by the North Dakota 

Chapter of the Wildl ife Society are likely to occur in the study area. These are the long-billed 

curlew (Numenius americanus), Baird's sparrow (Ammodramus bairdii), and Sprague's pipit 

(Anthus spraqueii). All three species are associated with grassland habitat. The long-billed 

curlew is l isted by the Society as threatened, while Baird's sparrow and Sprague's pipit are l isted 

in the watch category (status is questioned for one reason or another). 

A. Bald Eagle 

Bald eagles occur as migrants In the study area during the spring and fall seasons. 
Faanes (1 976) found that the d istribution of wintering bald eagles was regulated by the 
availability of open water, and the presence of suitable roosting and perching trees. The 
selection of diurnal perch sites is influenced primarily by the proximity of a food source (U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (COE), 1 979; Steenhof, 1 976 and Stalmaster, 1 976 in Steenhof, 1 978). 
Open water Is an important factor, because fish Is the preferred dietary component of the bald 
eagle (COE, 1 979). Roosting sites are not regulated by the proximity of a food source. Bald 
eagles will commute considerable distances between roosting and feeding sites (Swisher, 1 964 
in COE, 1 979) . Roosting sites may be several miles from feeding sites. The main surface water 
drainages In the study area are the Heart, Green, and Knife Rivers, all of which are tributary to 
the Missouri River. These rivers, however, are not considered to be perennial in nature and flow 
only after snowmelt or precipitation. No significant lakes or ponds occur within the study area. 
The project area is largely treeless with l imited suitable bald eagle roosting/perching habitat 
occurring as hardwood draws along drainages. 

The mere presence of human activity may or may not be d isturbing to bald eagles, 
depending on the eagles' use of an area, the proximity to, and kind of d isturbance. Several 
studies have indicated that tolerance to human activities depends on the degree of d isturbance 
to which the birds are accustomed (COE, 1 979). They tolerate more disturbance at feeding sites 
than at loafing or roosting areas (Lish, 1 975, Stalmaster, 1 975 and Steenhof, 1 976 In Steenhop, 
1 978) . During project construction, Western' s activities in the transmission l ine corridor could 
disturb bald eagles In the vicinity and preclude their use of localized portions of the area for short 
periods of time. 



Powerlines and trails are among the least disturbing human artifacts to bald eagles 
(Juneman et al, 1 972 In Snow, 1 973). However, powerlines do pose some threat. Electrocution 
a�d collisions are the two major hazards associated with electrical powerlines. On powerlines 
�1th conductor-conductor or conductor-ground spacing such that bald eagles can 
simultaneously contact two conductors or a conductor and a grounded part of the line 
electrocutions may occur. The wingspan of an adult female bald eagle is about 2.4 meters (7.9 
feet) (�OE, 1 ?79). The minimum spacing �etween conductors and grounds on the proposed 
transmission l ine would be over 20 feet, making electrocution virtually impossible. 

. 
Collisions wi

.
th high voltage lines can kill or injure large birds of prey, with young birds 

being more 
.
�uscept1ble (Steenhop, 1 976) . Citing the keen eyesight, relatively slow flight and 

maneuverabil ity of eagles, Kroodsma (1 978) surmises that collisions with transmission lines 
�oul.� not pos� a threat to these �irds. He does state that eagle flights during periods of low 
v1slb1l1t

.
y could in�rease the potential

. 
for collisions. Bald eagle migratory flights generally take 

p�ace in the da�1me (I ngram, 1 965 1n COE, 1 979) and during cold, stormy weather wintering 
birds may stay in the roost all day (Cooksey, 1962, Ingram, 1 965, Shea, 1 973, and Lish and 
Lewis, 1 975 in Steenhof, 1 976). Since bald eagles are generally diurnal fliers and are known to 
stay i� th� roost during inclement weather, the probabil ity of collision with the proposed 
powerline 1s very low. 

B. Perearine Falcon 

The peregrine falcon is known as a migrant in the project area. Peregrine falcons eat 
p�ima

.
ril� passerine birds, waterfowl, and shorebirds (Snow, 1 972a) . They prefer to perch on 

cl iffs in 1�neous and se�imentary formations (Snow, 1 972a) . Topography in the study area is 
chara�terized by low r�l1e! and gentle slopes interrupted by hills, buttes, and ridges. There are 
few cliffs or steep terrain in the area which could provide optimum habitat for perches loafing 
roosting, and hunting. 

' ' 

. Pere�rines have few na�ural en��ies, but have proven susceptible to impacts from man. 
The 1�tr?duct1�n of organochlorine pest1c1des into the environment has been the major cause of 
the bird 

.
s decline (�now, 1 ?72a) . Other im�acts of man include trapping, harassment and killing 

of t�e
.
b1rds. I n  spite .of this, when not subjected to these kinds of actions and organochlorine 

pest1c1des, the peregrine has demonstrated the ability to adapt to non-traditional environments. 
They have been known to nest on tall buildings in cities (Hickey and Anderson 1 969 in Snow 
1 972a) . 

' 

The st�dy �rea provides some suitable peregrine falcon habitat for short periods of time 
during each m1grat10� seaso�. Project constructio� activities could d isturb peregrines in the 
area, but

. 
th�y w

.
ould likely avoid the area of construction if they felt threatened. The presence of 

a transm1ss1on line woul? not affect use of the area by the birds. The primary potential adverse 
effect of the proposed line on the peregrine falcon is collision with the line. As with the bald 
eagle •

. 
t�e pe�egrine i� possessed of keen eyesight and highly maneuverable flight. The threat of 

a coll1s1on wit� t�e l ine would be quite low in periods of good weather, but would increase 
somewh�t during inclement weather. The few peregrines expected to be found in the area, and 
the transient nature of their occurrence, would preclude adverse effects to the species. 

C. Black-Footed Ferret 

The black-footed ferret is a seal-like mammal of the family Mustelidae. It is the only 
ferret native to North America (Hall and Kelson, 1 959 in Anderson et al, 1978). Until recently, the 
only known naturally occurring black-footed ferret population was near Meeteetse, in 
northeastern Wyoming (Clark, et al, 1 984). All known species are now in captivity at the Sybille 
Research Unit near Laramie, Wyoming (Anonymous, 1 987). 

The black-footed ferret was first described in 1 851 by Audubon and Bachman 
(Fortenbery, 1 972; and Hillman and Clark, 1 980) . The original range of the ferret corresponded 
closely to that of the prairie dog, extending from Alberta and Saskatchewan in the north to 
Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona in the south (Hall and Kelson, 1 959 in Linder, et al, 1 972; 
Henderson, et al, 1969; Seton, 1 929 in Henderson, 1969; Burt and Grossenheider, 1 964; and 
Snow, 1 972b). 

Ferrets have been found l iving in haystacks, under buildings, and in ground squirrel 
colonies (Henderson, et al, 1 969) . However, ferrets generally use abandoned prairie dog 
burrows for denning (Hiiiman and Clark, 1 980; Henderson et al, 1 969; and Linder et al, 1 972). 
Most black-footed ferret sitings in places other than prairie dog towns occur during the time 
young are d ispersing and are probably temporary habitats (Snow, 1 972b). The close 
association of ferrets and prairie dogs (Cynomys sp.) is well documented (Seton, 1 929 and Hall 
and Kelson, 1 959 in Hiiiman and Clark, 1 980; Henderson et al, 1 969; Linder et al, 1 972; 
Fortenbery, 1 972; and Hillman and Linder, 1 978) . Prairie dogs serve as the primary food source 
for ferrets (Snow, 1 972b; Fortenbery, 1 972; Hillman and Clark, 1 980; Sheets et al , 1 972 In 
Hillman and Clark, 1 980) . Ferrets will also eat other animals such as thirteen-lined ground 
squirrels (Spermophilus tridecemlineatus), cottontail rabbits (Sylvilaqus floridanus), deer mice 
(Peromyscus sp.) ,  and birds (Hillman, 1 968) . They will scavenge dead animals as well as taking 
live prey (Henderson et al, 1 969) . 

Ferrets are largely nocturnal (Henderson et al, 1969 and Hillman, 1 968) . This, coupled 
with the fact that many of their activities occur underground and their scarcity, makes many of 
their habits difficult to study and relatively unknown (Hillman and Clark, 1 980; Clark et al, 1 983; 
Forest et al, 1 984). Man has been the major cause in the reduction of the ferret population. 
Direct effects include shooting, trapping, and roadkills; and indirect effects include secondary 
poisoning and loss of prey base (resulting from prairie dog eradication efforts), loss of habitat 
due to land use changes and attacks by domestic pets (Forest et al, (1 984) . Disease, such as 
canine d istemper, is another contributor to the declining fortunes of the ferret. 

Because of its close association with prairie dogs, the black-footed ferret is a potential 
inhabitant of any prairie dog town. However, there is a l ikely lower threshold for the size of dog 
town that could support ferrets. Hillman et al (1 978) made minimum habitat recommendations 
for ferrets. They were: 1 )  eight towns per township, 2) each of the eight towns should be at least 
1 2  hectares (ha) (30 acres) in size, and 3) two or more of the town should exceed 40 ha (99 
acres). Clark et al (1 984) cited a study by Stromberg et al (1 983) which described predator-prey 
model of metabolizable energy requirements for ferrets based on prairie dog densities reported 
in the l iterature. The model indicated a minimum black-tailed prairie dog t.own size of 37-95 Ha 
(91 -235 acres) and 1 67-355 ha (41 3-877 acres) for white-tailed prairie dogs to support one 
reproductive female and her young. 

No prairie dog towns of any size are known to exist along the proposed route. For this 
r�ason, it is unlikely that .the proposed route would impact the black-footed ferret. 

I 



D. Whooping Cranes 

For more than 50 years, most whopping cranes have migrated along a narrow corridor 
extending from Wood Buffalo National Park in the Northwest Territories of Canada to Aransas 
National Wildl ife Refuge on the Texas coast (USFWS, 1 986) . This corridor encompasses the 
study area in the southwest corner of North Dakota. 

Most whooping crane pairs return to the nesting area in Wood Buffalo National Park in 
late April. Autumn migration begins in mid-September and most birds arrive at the wintering 
grounds on the Texas coast between late-October and mid-November. They are d iurnal 
migrants and tend to make regular stops to feed and rest at isolated sites away from human 
activities. As a result, few authenticated sitings are made during migration each year. Little is 
known about food sources utilized during migration, but diets include frogs, fish, plant tubers, 
crayfish, insects, and waste grains in harvested fields. Winter diet consists primarily of 
invertebrates. 

· 

The endangered status of whooping cranes is attributed primarily to loss of habitat 
owing to human settlement with attendant agricultural development. Hunting, specimen 
collecting, environmental pollution and various other human-related activities have also 
contributed. Deaths or serious injury from collisions with power lines have been documented in 
the l iterature (USFWS, 1 976) . However, during prolonged migrational flights, whoopers usually 
travel at high attitudes well above surface obstructions. The greatest opportunity for collision 
during migration occurs during takeoffs or landings at migration stopovers. Of approximately 
1 50 whooping crane sitings reported by the USFWS (USFWS, 1 976) for North Dakota for a 
period from 1 955 to 1985, seven (7) were at locations proximate to the study area (none in the 
study area) . 

Whooping cranes are possible spring and fall migrants through the study area. The 
cranes roost and feed in shallow wetlands and stock ponds that provide good horizontal 
visibil ity. Given the sparsity of wetlands and surface water bodies in the study area, it is highly 
unlikely that cranes would have a significant presence in the vicinity of the proposed route. 

E. Conclusions 

The bald eagle, peregrine falcon, black-footed ferret, and whooping crane are Federally­
l isted endangered species which are known to or potentially may occur in the project area. The 
numbers of each of the species are expected to be quite low or nonexistent, primarily due to 
habitat l imitations. Therefore, Western has determined that the proposed Charlie Creek-Belfield 
345kV transmission line project would not adversely affect any l isted threatened or endangered 
species or any species of concern. The U.S. Fish and Wildl ife Service (see Chapter I I  of this 
FEIS, Letter 30, Comment C) and the North Dakota Game & Fish Department (see Letter 45) 
concur with this determination. 
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